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WEDNESDAY, 25lh JANUARY, 1961 


Present: 

SIR HUBERT HULL, C.B.E. {President) 
J. C. POOLE, Esq., C.B.E., M.C. 

H. H. PHILLIPS, Esq., O.B.E. 


Mr. E. STEWART FAY, Q.C., and Mr. T. R. CRAW- 
FORD (instructed by Mr. M. H. B. Gilmour, Chief 
Solicitor to the British Transport Commission) appeared 
on behalf of the British Transport Commission. 

Mr. R. W. GOFF, Q.C., Mr. LEON MACLAREN and 
Mr. GEORGE MERCER (instructed by Mr. J. G. Barr, 
Solicitor to the London County Council) appeared on 
behalf of the London County Council and Middlesex 
County Council. 

Mr. S. H. NOAKES (instructed by Mr. W. O. Dodd) 
appeared on behalf of the County Borough Councils 
of Brighton, Eastbourne and Hastings. 

Mr. E. R. 'FARR, Town Clerk, appeared on behalf of 
Barking Borough Council and the South Essex Traffic 
Advisory Committee. 


Mr. PHILIP M. VINE, Deputy Town Clerk, appeared on 
behalf of the County Borough Council of Southend- 
on-Sea. 

Mr. A. W. PALMER, represented the Folkestone and East 
Coast Railway Travellers’ Association and the North 
East 'Kent Railway Travellers’ Association. 

Mr. C. W. WINNICOTT, represented the Bishop’s 
Stortford Season Ticket Holders’ Association. 

Mr. F. A. RULER, represented the Federation of Resi- 
dents’ Associations in the County of Kent. 

Mr. CHARLES SARSON, represented the Chelmsford 
Railway Users Association. 


(Mr. Crawford): If you please, Sir; I recall Mr. Evershed. 

Mr. Arnold Godfrey Evershed, recalled. 
Examination by Mr. Crawford continued. 


Q. Mr. Evershed, when we adjourned last night you 
were about to deal with your Exhibit A.E.4. Does that 
Exhibit show the variations in working expenses and 
traffic as between 1959 actuals, the estimates for 1960 and 
the future year? A. Yes; that shows the differences 
between 1959 and 1960 estimated in column 1, as between 
1960 estimated results and a future year in column 2. 

Q. Will you, please, deal first with column 1, which is 
the comparison of the expenses and receipts between 1959 
and the estimates for 1960. First of all, what is the 
principal cause for the increase of working expenses in 
1960? A. The Principal cause was, as I explained yester- 
day, the wage increases which took place in 1959 and 
1960. I referred to the principal increases yesterday, and 
I said that the impact of those increases fell as to 
£0.1m. in 1959, £3.7m. in 1960, and the balance of £3.2m. 
in the future year. The figure of £3. 7m., which is the 
cost of those wage increases in 1960 is shown at line 1 of 
the first column of A.E.4. 

Q. We have the £3 .2m., the further increases in the 
future year, at Item 1 in column 2, and that, with the 
£0.1m. in 1959 of which you spoke yesterday, produces, 
does it not, the £7m. which is the total cost of the 
increases? A. Yes. 

Q. In Item 2 of your Exhibit you refer to a reduction 
in the cost of pensions in 1960 as compared with 1959. 
What is the cause of that? A. The cause of that is that 
we had in 1959 a scheme for the accelerated retirement 
of redundant staff, subject to compensation to them. That 
scheme virtually came to an end at the end of 1959, so 
that the expenditure in 1960 will be about £300,000 less 
than in 1959 on that account. 

Q. In Item 3, column 1, you refer to fuel oil and 
electric current. What is the position there ? A. The 
position there is that although we had, in common with 
other users, a substantial increase in the cost of coal in 
1960, it came too late to have very much effect on our 
1960 expenditure, and such increase as it did cause was 
offset by reductions in the price principally of fuel oil. 


Q. As to Item 5, licensed vehicle duty, what has hap- 
pened in relation to that item A. You will recollect that 
in the National Budget of 1959 we were given a reduction 
in licensed vehicle duty effective from April, 1959. The 
result of that was that we did not get the full benefit 
of it in 1959, and this is merely the further benefit in 
the full year. 

Q. What is the position in respect of local rates, which 
is Item 6 ? A. Local rates did cost less in 1960 than 
in 1959 for two reasons. The rateable value of our 
Greenwich Generating Station was reduced by reason of 
reduced consumption of coal for trolley-bus purposes. I 
should, perhaps, explain that the Greenwich Generating 
Station is partly assessed on a cumulo basis. The 
part of it which is deemed to provide current for the 
trolley-bus services is assessed on a cumulo basis, and 
as the trolley-bus services diminish, so does the assessment 
on the generating station more or less pro rata to the 
reduction in the output of current for the trolley-bus 
services. Furthermore, in 1960 we secured a form of 
derating for our Aldenham Bus Works. 

Q. Does this produce an overall reduction of £100,000 
shown in Item 6 ? A. Yes. 

Q. In Item 7 you show variations in the maintenance 
expenditure. Can you explain this ? A. Well, there 
is no variation in the rnaintenance expenditure in 1960 
in total. There are variations in detail if the figures are 
broken down, but net the expenditure will be about the 
same in 1960 as in 1959. 

Q. So far as depreciation is concerned, in Item 8 you 
show an increase of £200,000. What is the cause of this ? 
A. This is an increase which has been forecast at these 
Inquiries, and it comes, of course, from the replacement 
of our trolley-buses and railway rolling-stock by new 
rolling-stock at higher prices, and, of course, much of 
the equipment which is being displaced, the trolley-buses 
and the old railway rolling-stock, was rolling-stock which 
had already been fully provided for for depreciation 
purposes. 
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Q. Are there any other variations in costs between 
1959 and 1960? A. There is a group of miscellaneous 
increases and decreases at line 9, amounting in total to 
a reduction of £200,000 ; but I do not think there is 
anything that I need draw attention to within the total. 
The main variation in working expenses between 1959 
and 1960 is in line 10, where I have assessed the reduc- 
tion in expenditure due to the shortage of drivers and 
conductors on our Central road services. 

Q. Can you analyse the financial effect of the shortage? 
A. Yes. The financial effect of it is that in 1960 we 
spent about £lm. less on wages than in 1959. This is, 
of course, after taking off the effect of the wage increases 
themselves. The shortage of staff, of course, forced us 
to reduce mileage and traffic. Savings under other 
headings of expenditure as a result of the reduction in 
mileage amount to about £300,000. 

Q. Has the shortage of staff had an effect on the other 
side in relation to overtime working? A. Yes. The 
other side of the matter is that such staff as we have had 
has worked a great deal of overtime or has worked a 
great number of their rest days, and the added rates 
payable for work of that sort have involved expenditure 
in 1960 being about £400,000 higher than the correspond- 
ing figure for 1959. 

Q. Is the result of all these variations shown in that 
increase of working expenses of £2.1m.? A. Yes; 
mainly, of course, the first item that I have talked about, 
the increase in wages. 

Q. Now will you turn to the traffic receipts. Has there 
been an improvement on the 1960 estimates over 1959? 
A. Yes. Traffic receipts in 1960 will, we estimate, be 
about £2.3m. higher than in 1959. As to £3m., that is 
due to the fact that in 1960 we shall have had a full 
year’s effect of the fares increases which were put on in 
August and November, 1959. 

Q. Have you got anything to offset that? A. Yes, 
a reduction in the volume of traffic of about £700,000. 

Q. Those items appear at Items 12 and 13 of your 
Exhibit? A. Yes. 

Q. Have you made provision in respect of Central 
Charges? A. Yes. Central Charges for 1960 are put at 
£6.5m., an increase of £500,000 over 1959. I shall be 
speaking a little later on about that figure of £6.5m. for 
1960. 

Q. I think that produces overall, at Item 19, a net 
worsening position of £200,000 after Central Charges? 
A. Yes, but before bringing into credit the yield in 1960 
of the fares increases which are the subject of this Applica- 
tion. 

Q. Now we turn to the second column, the comparison 
of expenses and receipts between the estimates for 1960 
and the estimates for the future year? A. Yes. A similar 
comparison has been made between those two years, and 
the first and largest items is again the effect in the future 
year of the increase in wages. 

Q. What is the total cost of that increase? A. The 
total cost in the full year is £7m., and the effect in 1961 
is £3 .2m. 

Q. Is there any increase in National Insurance contribu- 
tions ? A. Yes ; at line 2 I am showing an increase of 
£700,000 which relates to National Insurance contributions. 
There are two elements in that. One arises from the 
National Insurance Act of 1959 which instituted an 
industrial pension graduated according to earnings and, 
at the same time, introduced a graduated contribution 
similarly based. The cost of that to British Transport is 
estimated at £500,000 in a full year. 

Q. What is the second element? A. The second 
element arises from the National Insurance Act of 1960, 
which provides for a general increase in all National 
Insurance contributions, and that will cost us about 
£200,000 in a full year. 

Q. What is the position in respect of electricity in item 
3, column 2? A. Item 3 in column 2 shows the effect 
in 1961 of the increases in coal prices to which I referred, 
which became effective in September, 1960. 


Q. Does that account for a £200,000 increase? A. Yes. 

{President): So the general heading of line 3 would be 
better put as “ Coal ”, would it not? It is described as 
“ Price levels of electric current, fuel oil and tyres but 
in the case of column 2 coal is the real item, is it not? 
A. Yes, Sir ; but it is the effect of the increase in the 
price of coal on our cost of electric current. 

{Mr. Crawford): Rises in the price of coal are the 
indirect reason for the rise in the price of electricity ? A. 
It is the direct reason. 

Q. Is the direct position this, that in so far as you 
run your own generating stations you have to buy coal 
at a higher price? A. Yes. 

Q. And in so far as you buy electric current, the price 
varies with the price of coal? A. Yes; there is what is 
called a coal clause in the purchase price of current. 

{President) : And the extra £200,000 represents the 
increased cost under both those heads? A. Yes. 

(Mr. Crawford): Will you deal with the position of 
local rates in Item 6? A. Yes. We estimate that local 
rates will go up in 1961 by £100,000. 

Q. What is the cause of that? A. The principal cause 
of that is that in 1960 expenditure on local rates was, 
in fact, sub-normal by reason of the ffict that in 1960 
we secured reductions in the rates of Greenwich Generat- 
ing Station and Aldenham Bus Works which related, not 
only to 1960, but also to some previous years. So that 
the 1960 expenditure is sub-normal. 

2. Is there any other cause for the increase in the 
rates in 1961? A. A small allowance has been made for 
an increase in poundage in 1961 /62. 

Q. Does the conversion of the depots from trolley-buses 
to bus garages have any effect upon it? A. It has a small 
effect on it, yes. The trolley-bus depots, as I explained 
just now, are assessed under a cumulo arrangement, and 
agreernent has been reached with the Inland Revenue 
Valuation Office that as trolley-bus depots are converted 
to bus operation they shall be taken out of the cumulo 
assessment and assessed as ordinary industrial plant. The 
cumulo assessment for trolley-bus properties was a 
favourable one, and on the conversion to bus operation 
we always have to pay higher rates. It is not a very big 
figure in 1961 as compared with 1960. 

Q. At Item 7 you show an increase in maintenance? 
A. Yes. 

{President): Going back to Item 6, there are two 

questions, are there not. First, whether the valuations are 
going up, and that you will discuss with the Inland 
Revenue Valuation people ; and, secondly, what the 
poundage is going to be? A. Yes. 

Q. Is not your guess at the 1961 poundage a very 
hazardous occupation? A. I do not think it is, no. We 
have allowed for a slight rise in poundage. May I say 
this, that I think in every year there has been a rise in 
poundage, and we have had ample warnings that there 
is going to be a further rise in 1961 /62. 

Q. That seems to me to be an extremely reasonable 
guess in general, and I would myself always be prepared 
to assume that there is going to be a rise in poundage, 
anyway, but is not the amount of the rise in poundage 
a very difficult thing? A. Yes, an impossible thing to do 
anything but guess at. 

{Mr. Crawford): Can you put a figure on the amount 
which you have included under the head in the £100,000? 
A. £24,000. 

{President): It would be, really, £100,000 even if you 
left the poundages as they were now? A. In fact, I 
think not. Sir. We round these figures, and the total 
increase in local rates that we are looking for at the 
moment is a matter of £68,000 in 1961. That has been 
rounded as £100,000, but if I took out the £24,000 for the 
increased poundage it would be less than £100,000. It 
would remove £0.1 m. 


MINUTES OF EVIDENCE 
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{Mr. Crawford): In Item 7 you show an increase in 
maintenance expenditure of £400,000. What is the 
explanation of that? A. The main cause of that increase 
lies in the reserve that we set up in 1954 to meet arrears 
of bus and coach overhauls. This reserve was explained 
at the last Inquiry at Q.2724 on page 201, and I need 
not, perhaps, explain it was very fully now ; but it was 
a reserve set up at that time to meet an accrued liability 
for overhaul of new buses. The reserve has been drawn 
on in every year from 1954 to 1960, inclusive, for the 
relief of revenue, and in 1960 we withdrew from the 
reserve and credited to revenue the balance of £300,000 
which then stood to the credit of that reserve. So that 
there are no further credits to be got after 1960 to 
reduce the revenue expenditure. 

Q. Does civil engineering play any part also in the 
figure ? A . Civil engineering is expected to cost more in 
1961 than in 1960. The position there, I think, is that in 
1960 there has been some diversion of ordinary civil 
engineering labour to special projects, and the demands of 
these special projects will be less in 1961, and we should, 
therefore, have more staff available for normal maintenance 
work in 1961 than we had in 1960. 

Q. Will you explain the increases in depreciation pro- 
visions at Item 8 of £300,000? A. The explanation of 
the increase in depreciation in 1961 is exactly the same 
as the explanation for its increase in 1960. 

Q. That is the entry into service of new buses and 
railway cars in place of fully depreciated vehicles? A. Yes. 

Q. At Item 9 you show a £100,000 reduction in relation 
to other variations in costs. Are they a miscellaneous 
collection not meriting individually any particular atten- 
tion? — A. Yes. 

Q. Do you expect any savings from mileage changes 
in the future year? A. No. I think Mr. Harbour will 
tell the Tribunal that the mileage which we expect to 
operate will be about the same as we, in fact, operated 
in 1960. 

Q. In the result does that mean that working expenses 
will show a net increase in the future year over 1960 by 
£4. 8m.? A. That is so ; and, again, the main causes 
of the increase are the increases in wages and for the 
purposes of this comparison, the increases in National 
Insurance contributions. 

Q. What is the position expected to be in respect of 
net traffic receipts? A. Net traffic receipts in the future 
year, based on 1961, will be very small indeed; it will 
be a mere £200,000, which is £4.6m. less than the estimate 
for 1960. 

Q. Do you show at item 16 an increase in the advertis- 
ing and letting revenues, of £100,000? A. Yes, and 
those are net revenues. It is expected that there will 
be an increase of £100,000. 

Q. What is the main cause of that? A. That comes 
mainly from an increase in commercial advertising charges 
which became effective in the middle of 1960. When I 
say “commercial advertising charges” I mean rentals for 
commercial advertising sites on our buses and stations. 

Q. What is the position expected to be for Central 
Charges in future years? A. I expect the Central 
Charges in 1961 to go up to £7m., a further increase of 
£500,000 over 1960. 

Q. And what is the total effect on the financial position 
of London Transport as a result of your estimates? 
A. The total effect is that before bringing in the yield 
of any of the fares increases that we are applying for, 
there will be a deficit of £5.2m. after charging Central 
Charges of £7.0m. 

Q. Now may we turn to your Exhibit AE 4, and look 
a little more closely at Central Charges. In 1958, before 
this Tribunal, I think a level of fares was applied for, 
which would have produced a margin of if fully 

used? A. It would have produced a margin of £4.0m. 
to £5.0m. if the fares applied for were fully used. 

Q. In fact the Tribunal’s decision then provided for 
a margin of £2|m. after a just contribution to Central 
Charges, and the Tribunal were then furnished with two 


methods of assessment, were they not, for arriving at a 
figure for Central Charges? A. Yes. 

(President) : That is, by the Commission? 

(Mr. Crawford): Yes, Sir. (To the Witness): The 

Commission put forward two bases, and I think they 
were shown in the memorandum which appears at page 
497 of the Minutes of Proceedings of that Inquiry? 
A. Yes; they formed part of a document which was 
called the Representations and Tables lodged by the 
British Transport Commission. 

Q. Did the Commission then put forward a main sub- 
mission, shown at page 497, for the calculation of Central 
Charges and a projection of Exhibit PJ 16, which was at 
page 436 of the Minutes of Evidence ; it is the projection 
from Appendix C to the Memorandum at page 500? 
A. Yes ; both those bases were put forward in the docu- 
ment. 

Q. And I think both those calculations were projected 
to 1961 on the basis of estimated figures? A. Yes. 

Q. Have you been able to make corrections to those 
two documents from actual figures which have become 
known since? A. Yes. What I have done is to start as 
nearly as possible at the point we reached at the end of 
the last Inquiry ; I have then taken both those bases of 
calculating Central Charges forward, adjusting them in 
three ways. Firstly I have substituted actual figures for 
estimates where actual figures are now available ; I have 
used more recent estimates in place of earlier ones, and 
I have carried both the calculations up to 1962. 

Q. Will you compare the figures arrived at on the 
original exhibits in 1959 with the revised figures which 
you have amended upon the basis you have just outlined? 
A. Yes. First may I say that the revised figures on what 
was called the Commission’s main submission are now 
shown on Exhibit AE 5. Going back to the estimates we 
made on the basis in 1959, they were these, the Central 
Charges in 1959 would amount to £6.1m. ; in 1960 they 
would amount to £6.3m., and in 1961 to £6.7m., and I 
think we stopped on the occasion at 1961. The figures 
which I now put forward on Exhibit AE 5 are; £6.1m. 
for 1959, £6.3m. for 1960, and £6.8m. for 1961. If I may 
stop at that point for the moment, the only difference 
between the estimates I am now putting forward and the 
estimate we put forward in 1959 is that I now make the 
Central Charges for 1961 £100,000 higher than the figure 
at which they were estimated on the earlier occasion. 

Q. Leaving it at 1961 for the moment, will you now 
make the comparison between your amended figures and 
the original Exhibit PJ 16 of the 1959 Inquiry; I think 
your figures appear at Exhibit AE 6, do they not? 
A. Yes. I have prepared Exhibit AE 6 again on precisely 
the same lines as they used in the document known as 
PJ 16 in the last Inquiry. 

Q. I think in fact it is the extension of that document, 
which is Appendix C at page 500? A. The basis was the 
same throughout. 

(President): Which are we going to take as being the 
master — the original or the revised? 

(Mr. Crawford) : I think the revised Appendix C at 
page 500 would be the more convenient one to rely 
upon. Sir. 

(President): The earlier one is page 200 and something, 
is it not? 

(The Witnes.s) : It is page 436, Sir. 

(Mr. Crawford) : Appendix C at page 500 was extended 
beyond the period with which PJ 16 originally dealt; 
the original is at page 436. 

(Mr. Poole) : It is only a projection, is it not? 

(Mr. Crawford) : Appendix C is a projection of Exhibit 
PJ 16, but the basis is precisely the same. Exhibit PJ 16 
stopped at the 1958 estimates, and Appendix C carries 
on from 1958, projected as far as 1961. 

(President): But is assumes of necessity the absolute 
accuracy of the figures in the earlier table, because it 
begins with a capital sum upon which compound interest 
is carried through to the end of 1961. 
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{Mr. Crawford) : Yes, that is so. 

(President): Mr. Evershed looks rather surprised at the 
word “ compound”. 

(The Witness): Perhaps “ compound ” is not exactly the 
right word. Sir, but we at least provided interest on an 
accumulated deficit which itself includes interest. 

(President) : Yes ; that is a way of expressing perhaps 
more accurately what to my mind is compound interest ; 
if you add interest on to a sum and then interest on to 
the combined sums, I call that compound interest — but 
as long as we are sure of what we are doing, the adjective 
we employ is of no moment. I think one has to remember, 
Mr. Crawford and Mr. Evershed — and everyone here does 
not need reminding of it — that this was put in after Mr. 
Lawson’s tables, and Mr. James said that if he was going 
to take this detailed specific approach, this was the sort 
of table he would have put forward. That is how the 
original came into existence. 

(The Witness): Yes, Sir; I think Mr. James said that if 
we were going to do this calculation by the specific 
approach method, this was the right way in which to do it. 

(Mr. Crawford): (To the Witness): And in your Exhibit 
AE 6 you have carried it on a stage further with revised 
figures ; is that the position? A. This merely carries 
the table one year further and uses either actual figures 
in place of estimates or later estimates in place or earlier 
estimates. 

Q. Now we compare the figures in Exhibit AE 6 with 
those in Appendix C of the previous proceedings at page 
500? A. Yes. The original Exhibit PJ 16 showed that 
Central Charges in 1959 would be £6.3m., in 1960 £6.5m., 
and in 1961 £6.9m., or £7.0m., according to which way the 
figure is rounded. Having prepared Exhibit AE 6, using 
slightly amended figures, I estimate that Central Charges 
in 1959 will be £6.2m., in 1960 £6.5m., and in 1961 £7.0m. 
Again there is very little difference between the figures 
shown on Exhibit AE 6 and those shown on the earlier 
estimate. 

Q. In the case of both methods of approach as shown 
in Exhibits AE 5 and AE 6, have you extended your 
calculations to 1962? A. Yes. I have taken the tables 
down to 1962 on the same basis, and the main submission 
— the basis which was described in 1959 as the main sub- 
mission — indicates Central Charges of £7.4m. in 1962. The 
specific approach basis points to Central Charges of £7.5m. 
or £7.6m. in 1962. 

Q. And in Exhibit AE 3 at item 8 of column 3, you 
have shown Central Charges at £7.0m. for the future 
year ; is that figure based upon the calculation for 1961 
which you have just outlined? A. Yes. It is in fact 
the estimated Central Charges for 1961, and does not go 
beyond that. 

Q. In column 3 of Exhibit AE 3 for 1961, you have 
shown a margin of £2.1 m. after meeting the Central 
Charges; do you regard that margin as optimistic? A. I 
regard it as a little unrealistic. It is a theoretical figure ; 
it is a theoretical figure which would be produced in a 
year when wage rates and fare levels were the same 
throughout. The position we have here is that there have 
been increases in costs which have given rise to this 
Application and which are already in operation ; we are 
applying for increases in fares, some of which cannot 
come into operation until a later date, and for that reason 
I say that the future year is in a sense an imaginary year 
in which increases in wages and increases in fares have 
started simultaneously, and it is only in such a period 
as that that we shall in fact obtain the surplus of £2.1 m. 
We shall not, for example, earn it in the calendar year 
1961. 

Q. If costs rise in future, what effect would that have 
upon your surplus? A. It must eat into it, because how- 
ever much use we make of the quick procedure provided 
by Section 23 of the Transport Act of 1953, some period of 
time must elapse before a wage increase can be met by 
authority to raise fares, and some further time must elapse 
after we have got authority to raise fares before we can in 
fact do so. 

Q. Do you regard a surplus of £2.4m. as adequate 
for the purposes of the London Transport undertaking? 


A. No, I do not think it is adequate. The case for a 
larger margin was put at the last Inquiry, and in my view 
the reasons that were put forward then for something more 
substantial still hold good to-day. 

Q. Would the depreciation provisions affect your view 
in relation to the adequacy of the margin? A. They 
would affect my view in two ways. First of all they 
must over a period of some years go on rising, even on 
the historic cost basis, and we have not provided here 
for anything beyond 1961 ; secondly, the depreciation 
which we are charging now is based, as you know, on 
historic cost and makes no provision for higher replace- 
ment values. 

Q. If you did base your depreciation on replacement 
values, what would be the extra cost? A. The deprecia- 
tion charges which we are in fact making in 1960 would 
have to be uplifted by £2.2m. if they were to reflect 
higher replacement costs at the levels ruling in mid-1960. 

(President): Then why are you not asking for sufficient 
increases to bring in enough money to provide the replace- 
ment reserve? Perhaps you will say that that is not a 
matter for you, but for Mr. Fay. A. I think I must say 
that. Sir. 

(Mr. Fay): It is a reproach that I have had to accept 
again and again in these Inquiries, Sir, that we have not 
asked for enough ; I accept it again this time. 

(President): Very well. Mr. Evershed, merely to save 
me a lot of trouble, can you readily give me a reference 
in the accounts to the tables in which I shall find the 
various depreciation charges which were in fact made in 
1959? I sometimes try to add them together, and I do 
not always succeed. A. They are shown in the published 
accounts. Sir ; can I give you the reference later? 

Q. Yes ; I just want to know where it is. When I 
know where it is, it just means adding the figures together 
and, given sufficient time, I can do that for myself. At 
the moment I only want to know which are the tables. 
A. I am told it is at V — 9, Sir. 

Q. And that will give me all I want? A. Yes, if 
you add, I think it is, the four London Transport figures 
together. 

(President) : Thank you ; nobody need do it for me now, 
as long as I am told that I need not look beyond this 
page or that. 

(Mr. Crawford): It is page 46, Sir. (To the Witness): I 
think it is right, is it not? A. Yes ; there are four figures 
on page 46, which added together will give the depreciation 
charge. 

(President) : And you say that, if you were not bothered 
by Tribunals or other interfering persons, you would like 
to add, in some way or another, another £2. 2m.? A. Yes, 
Sir; £2.2m. would be needed to raise those provisions 
sufficiently high to provide for current replacement values. 

(Mr. Crawford): In 1960? A. Yes. 

Q. Finally, so far as your figures and estimates are 
concerned, do you regard them as a fair and reasonable 
assessment of the position? A. Yes; on the basis of 
the information we have at present I think they are a 
fair and reasonable estimate. 

(Mr. Crawford) : Unless you have any questions for 
Mr. Evershed, Sir, that is all we wish to ask him. 

(President): Again this may be a matter for Mr. Fay 
and not for Mr. Evershed, but are we to take Exhibit 
AE 5 or Exhibit AE 6 as being the Commission’s sub- 
mission? 

(Mr. Fay) : Exhibit AE 5, Sir. 

(President) : You still prefer Exhibit AE 5? 

(Mr. Fay): Yes, Sir, we always have. AE 6 would be 
much better for us from a tactical point of view at this 
stage, but we have always accepted the position shown on 
Exhibit AE 5, and we do not depart from it. 

(President) : Thank you. 

Does anybody wish to cross-examine Mr. Evershed 
to-day? Apparently not, so you can reserve yourself 
until later, Mr. Evershed. 


(The Witness withdrew) 
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Mr. Ernest Arthur Walter Dickson, sworn 
Examined by Mr. Crawford. 


Q. Is your full name Ernest Arthur Walter Dickson? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Are you the Chief Passenger Officer of the British 
Railways Central Staff of the British Transport Commis- 
sion? A. Yes. 

Q. Were you appointed to the position in April, 1955? 
A. Yes. 

Q. As such are you responsible for passenger com- 
mercial matters, including fares relating to British Rail- 
ways ? A. Yes. 

Q. I think you were originally on the staff of the 
London & North Eastern Railway, from 1926? A. Yes. 

Q. Were you successively with the Railway Executive 
and then with the British Transport Commission? A. That 
is so. 

Q. Are you Chairman of the Commercial Committee 
(Passengers) of British Railways and are you a member 
of the Institute of Transport? A. Yes. 

Q. So far as your evidence to-day is concerned, are 
you dealing exclusively with matters affecting British 
Railways outside the London area? A. Yes. 

Q. So far as this Application — or rather, these Applica- 
tions — are concerned, is your evidence therefore concerned 
with two matters: Firstly the increase in early morning 
return fares and season ticket rates which were authorised 
temporarily last April ; and secondly with the additional 
charging powers for season tickets which is proposed in 
the third stage ? A. Yes, at Stages 1 and 3 ; we do not 
come into Stage 2. 

Q. Firstly will you deal with the early morning return 
fares ; when they were increased in May, 1960, on British 
Railways outside London, did they follow the same 
pattern as those of London Transport? A. Yes, it was 
the same scale ; it was on an average, I should say, about 
12 per cent, above the scale already in force. 

Q. So far as the scale which was operative throughout 
British Railways is concerned, was there any other range 
of fares? A. Yes, there was already a range of cheap 
fares outside London, and in many cases they were lower 
than the early morning fares. 

Q. Generally speaking, which became the effective fare? 
A. It is extremely difficult to answer that question, because 
the cheap fares are governed by the competitive road fare, 
and there may be cases where the cheap fare undercut — 
I must talk in the past now, because they are abolished — 
the early morning fares ; but in other cases the early 
morning fares were lower. I should say in the main, 
bearing in mind that there was quite a lot of early morning 
revenue outside London, the early morning fare was 
probably higher than the cheap day fare, but not in all 
cases by any means. 

Q. Could you exemplify the position in relation to 
Sutton Coldfield, which objects to this Application? 
A. Yes, I can. The early morning return fare which 
came into operation on the 8th May and which went out 
at the end of the year, between Sutton Coldfield and 
Birmingham was 2s. 9d. ; the cheap day return was 2s. Od. 
That is a case where the cheap day fare undercut the 
the early morning fare. 

Q. Do you know the bus fare from Sutton Coldfield 
to Birmingham? A. Yes; the single fare is Is. O^d. 

Q. So that would be 2s. Id. return? A. Yes. 

Q. No doubt you heard Mr. Fay opening the case, 
giving figures in relation to the comparison between early 
morning fares, cheap day fares and bus fares from Sutton 
Coldfield to Birmingham? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you confirm the figures which he gave? 
A. I do. 

Q. Can you say how many season tickets are operative 
from Sutton Coldfield to Birmingham? A. Yes. We took 
account recently, and the daily user was 53. 


Q. Can you give a similar figure for the user to Litch- 
field? A. Yes ; it was 9. 

Q. And have you similar figures for stations in the same 
area, for the use of season tickets? A. Yes. 

Q. Does that indicate that any great use is made of 
them? A. Yes. I have taken the two stations each side 
of Sutton Coldfield, and Wylde Green produces 110 
season ticket holders on an average, who are daily users 
to Birmingham ; that is the highest figure. 

Q. Can you give any estimate of the financial effect of 
increasing early morning returns? A. Outside London the 
effect of that would be negligible. 

Q. I think your obligation to charge early morning 
return fares ceased on the 31st December, 1960, did it not ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And so far as outside the London area is concerned, 
have you abolished early morning return fares? A. Yes. 

Q. What has been your policy in relation to cheap day 
facilities? A. Well, we are finding that since the 1st 
lanuary in the majority of cases the existing cheap day 
fare is a suitable alternative ; the increase is not great and 
in some cases there is no increase at all. But in other 
cases, where there might be an increase, we have instituted 
special cheap day fares ; we have put in cheap day fares 
where they were not before. The reason why we have 
done that is to try to retain to rail the previous early 
morning travellers, and I think from what I know that it 
has been quite a successful move ; in other words, where 
there has not been a cheap alternative and the commercial 
considerations are such that there should be one, in order 
to maximise our revenue, we have not hesitated to put 
one in. 

Q. What is the governing factor of the approach? A. 
The level of competitive road fares. 

(Mr. Poole) : Is there a variation of the conditions in 
regard to those cheap fares at different places? A. Cheap 
fares vary from place to place ; they are governed by the 
local bus fare. But the early morning fares, ^ when we 
had them, were on a scale. 

Q. Can they all come back on any train they like? 
A. Any time, any day, on the cheap day. 

Q. But they are limited on the train on which they 
go out? A. Yes, Sir. It is one day only, any time on 
that day. You cannot return the next day. 

(President): No ; I think the question is whether on the 
forward journey you are always, or in most cases, limited 
to a particular train or trains. A. There is no limitation. 
Sir. 

Q. It is any journey, but both journeys must be in the 
same day? A. Yes, Sir. I thought I said “ at any time.” 

(President): You probably did, but I probably did not 
hear you. 

(Mr. Crawford) (to the Witness): Will you now turn 
to the question of season tickets ; were the increases which 
were introduced on British Railways outside London on 
the 8th May in 1960 the same as those on London Tran- 
sport? A. Yes, they were. 

Q. And I think those increases can be seen from 
Exhibit BH 24, which is among the exhibits circulated, 
in columns 3 and 4? A. Yes; that is to say, that 
although Exhibit BH 24 is headed “London Area”, the 
scale was a minimum scale for inside and outside London. 

Q. That, of course, is in relation only to columns 3, 
4 and 5? A. Yes. If you take Sheet 1, that gives the 
monthly season ticket rates. The increase there is com- 
pared with the maximum of the 1959 charges ; but I 
would say in passing that the actual increases would be 
greater because, as you remember, the operative scale 
above 24 miles was not at the maximum. In other words. 
Exhibit BH 25 does show, I think, the comparison with 
the actual rates. 
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Q. Yes, but does the scale go up to 75 miles. A. The 
weekly season ticket, which is, of course, the Fifth 
Schedule, goes up to 75 miles. 

Q. It has been objected that the increases in respect 
of season tickets over the longer distances are greater than 
the increases over the shorter distances ; what have you 
to say about that objection? A. I think since the last 
increase that is probably correct, but the reason for that 
is that in the previous increases the quantum of increase 
was higher at the shorter distances than it was at the 
longer distances. 

Q. Why was that ? A. The reason for it was that in 
the earlier Schemes the season ticket scales were increased 
by flat amounts — 9s. Od. or whatever it may have been — 
regardless of distance, so the quantum of increase was 
lower for the longer distances than it was for the shorter 
distances. 

Q. Do you produce Exhibit AD 1? A. Yes. 

Q. Does that illustrate the increases for mileages at 
10-mile intervals from 1952 onwards and, included in the 
last column, the present proposals for the headroom 
increase? A. Yes, I think that illustrates the position 
quite well. I have taken the 1952 level as the starting 
point— that was the date of the first National Charges 
Scheme — and you will see in the second column, under 
the 1957 Scheme, what I am attempting to show; that 
is to say, that the quantum of the increase was higher 
for the shorter distances. For 10 miles it was 123 ; it 

goes to 117 for 20 miles. It is 113 at 40, 110 at 60 and 

109 at 70. When we come to the 1959 Scheme, we thought, 
as no doubt you will recall, that the taper was a bit 
too steep at the longer distances, and we have since 
then been attempting to flatten it out ; it is still there, but 
it is not quite as marked as it was before. But if you 

take the present position, which is the last column but 

one that is Stage 1 — it does not seem to show that 
the long-distance season ticket traveller is suffering from 
a greater increase than the short-distance traveller, as is 
alleged. 

Q. And so far as your proposals are concerned, have 
you attempted to achieve the same result? A. Yes. The 
last column shows again that the longer-distance season 
ticket holder actually will not suffer such a large increase 
as the shorter-distance season ticket holder. 

Q. So that there is at the present time, there has been 
and there wilt continue to be, an advantage to the longer- 
distance traveller on season tickets ? A. Yes. 

{Mr. Poole) : But you do not go beyond 70 miles on this 
table? A. No, Sir. 

Q. This is British Railways? A. Yes, but I was 
actually dealing with the residential traffic. As you rightly 
say, the scales go very much higher, but I do not thin k- 
for residential purposes it is much good going beyond 
70 miles. 

{President) : The “ residential purposes ” are the pur- 
poses of a person who lives in one place and works in 
another, and goes backwards and forwards every day'^ 
A. Yes. 

{Mr. Crawford) {To the Witness): But there may be 
people who travel from Manchester to London, for 
example, twice a week? A. Yes, on a season ticket. 

Q. But is it right that the bulk of the season ticket 
traffic would lie in what you call the residential user — a 
person travelling from his place of residence to his place of 
work daily? A. Yes. 

2 - In Exhibit AD 1 have you made a comparison in 
Part 2 with the ordinary single and return fares on a 1952 
basis of 100 ? A. That is so. 

Q. And does that show comparable increases in the 
charges of ordinary fares ? A. Yes, they are in line. 

2 - Can you compare the season ticket rates as a 
result of those researches, and do you regard them as 
favourable ? A. You mean the increases we have put in ? 

, effect will they have ; will the season ticket 

holder still be in a favourable position ? A. Yes. 


O. Do you find that good use is made of the season 
ticket facilities ^ A. I rather hesitate there, because it 
varies between different parts of the country. Good use is 
made of the season ticket facilities, say, from outside 
London to London, but in other parts of the country, as 
we noticed at Sutton Coldfield, the season ticket is not 
attractive because there is a cheap day fare which is 
cheaper. 

2- I suppose you endeavour to provide either a season 
ticket facility or a cheap day facility in accordance with 
your competition? A. Yes, but as long as the season 
ticket is on a National Scale, obviously there are cases 
where the scale is too high. 

2- And so far as the special non-intermediate season 
tickets are concerned, have those rates been increased 
broadly in accordance with the normal season ticket? 
A. Yes. 

{President): I do not quite understand why a scale of 
niaximum charges should be too high ; you can lower them 
if there is any particular reason to do so ? A. You can. 
Sir, but it is not an easy exercise. 

{President): No; it gives rise to trouble, of course. 

{Mr. Crawford) {To the Witness): In fact, you had a 
reduced season ; for example, at Sutton Coldfield there is 
one below the maximum ? A. Yes. 

2- It might be helpful if you gave us, for example, 
the charges per mile at the season ticket rates for, say, 
30 and 60 miles ? A. Yes. The present charge per mile 
— that is, under Stage 1 — at 30 miles works out at the rate 
of 1.25d. per mile. 

2- Is that on a 5-day week? A. Yes. One must 
remember that in many cases season tickets are used more 
than five days a week ; as you know, their use is unlimited, 
and they can be used six or seven days a week. 

2- But at 30 miles, they may not be used for more 
than one journey a day ? A. That is so, but they might 
be used on Saturdays for sport or entertainment. At the 
present charges, the monthly season, second class, is 1.25d 
per mile. 

2- That is on one basis, on Stage 3. What would the 
amount work out at under the headroom Scheme ? 
A. 1.50d. 

2- What are the figures for 60 miles ? A. To-day it 
works out at 0.99d. per mile, just under Id. Under the 
headroom Scheme it would be 1.19d. per mile ; of course 
the charge per mile reduces the further the distance! 

2- At 30 miles how do the two charges work out in 
relation to the ordinary fare ? A. The ordinary fare 
to-day is 2.50d. and the maximum is 3.0d. 

2- So that in fact at 30 miles the season ticket charge 
IS half on the present basis ? A. Yes. 

2- And half the headroom figure ? A. Yes. 

2- Now may we deal with the season ticket revenue 
on the 1959 Scheme as approved. The Fifth Schedule 
showed, I think, the maximum season ticket rates ; how 
did they compare with the previous scale? A. The 
estimated yield if the maximum rates had been imple- 
mented to the full, was shown on page 504 of the pro- 
ceedings of the Tribunal on the 23 rd lune, 1959 as 
£532,000, based on the budget for 1958. 

Q. What about the revised yield? A As you 

remember, we did not get what we asked for 

{President): Your figure of £532,000, of course is in 
respect of British Railways outside the London ’area ? 

A. Yes, Sir ; all my evidence is related to outside the 
London area. As I was saying, we did not get the scales 
tor which we applied, but the revised net yield from the 
limited increases which were introduced in November 
1959 was estimated at £400,000 in a full year, and that 
was taken into account with other factors involved in 

assespng the budget for the year 1960 at £7,660,000 

that is, at the 1st November, 1959 level of charge. 

2- What is the net yield in a full year from the in- 
creases which were made in May 1960 ? A. The estimated 
net yield in a full year was £220,000. 
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Q. Can you say whether or not the yield has been 
obtained? A. It is extremely difficult to answer these 
questions, because there are many factors at work. For 
the nine months to September 1960, the season ticket 
receipts exceeded the estimated proportion of the budget 
forecast by approximately £200,000 ; that is after allowing 
for an appropriate portion of the yield from the May 
increases. 

Q. And does that indicate that the yield has probably 
been obtained ? A. Yes, but we must make allowances 
for transfers from other categories of fares, which is 
always a difficult point to evaluate ; but the indications 
are that the yield has been obtained. 

Q. Will you now consider Stage 3, your application 
for headroom in season ticket rates ; what is the rate at 
which the season tickets are operating outside London at 
the present time? A. The headroom Scheme is designed 
to give us a 20 per cent, increase on the Stage 1 level of 
season tickets ; that is to say, the scale under what we call 
the headroom Scheme is pitched at 20 per cent, above the 
current scale. 

Q. Are you at maximum at present ? A. Yes. 

Q. How does your 20 per cent, over the present 
maxima and actuals compare with the differential between 
ordinary fares, actuals and maxima ? A. It is exactly the 
same. As 1 said just now, the present fare is 2^d., and 
the maximum is 3d. ; the difference is 20 per cent., and in 
this Application we are asking for the same differential 
for our season ticket scales. 

Q. I think the Tribunal are familiar from the past with 
the reasons which have been advanced for the need for 
headroom, and indeed the Commission's witness in the 
1959 Scheme elaborated upon it. Are those principles still 
valid to-day? A. Yes. they are. 

Q. Does it mean that if you obtain the headroom it 
will necessarily be used ? A. It does not follow. 

Q. Then what is its object ? A. The object is to give 
us power to adjust our season ticket rates at a time when 
we think it is necessary, depending upon the commercial 
position and the financial position. 

Q. The effect of your proposal for increasing your 
present rates and season ticket charges by 20 per cent, 
will be to perpetuate the differential between the British 
Railways Scale outside London and the Scale in respect of 
the London area ? A. Yes. That sounds a little unfortu- 
nate as we have only quite recently got a common scale 
back again. You will remember that they started off with 
a common scale, and then there was a differential ; in the 
1959 Scheme we reverted to a common scale, but in this 
case we are going back to two separate scales. 

Q. Is that because you need a comparable headroom — 
that is, comparable with the ordinary fares — for season 
tickets, and if you retained a common scale with London 
Transport, you would not be able to have any headroom 
in your season ticket scale? A. That is so, because as I 
was saying just now, we are asking for a headroom of 
20 per cent, above the current rate — that is, the Stage 1 
rate — whereas the London Transport increase is 10 per 
cent., namely the 5 per cent, on the 8th May, and the 
further 5 per cent, on the 15th lanuary, which is a total 
increase of 10 per cent., whereas we are asking for 20 
per cent. 

Q. I do not suppose British Railways would wish to 
be tied down simply to London Transport requirements ? 
A. By no means. 

Q. Finally, do you put in Exhibit AD 2 

(Mr. Phillips): Before you go to that, Mr. Dickson, 
can you give us the yield from the 20 per cent, increase 


in season tickets, assuming the maximum charges were 
applied? A. Yes, Sir. The yield outside London from 
an increase of 20 per cent, is approximately £1.0m. 

{Mr. Phillips): Thank yow. 

(Mr. Crawford) {To the Witness): I was asking you if 
you had put in Exhibit AD 2, which is a graph showing 
the discounts allowed for monthly season tickets on the 
headroom scale. Stage 3 ? A. Yes. This is the headroom 
season ticket scale compared with the headroom ordinary 
fare of 3d. per mile. 

Q. Does that show, as the graph indicates, very con- 
siderable and increasing discounts — that is. increasing with 
distance — which is enjoyed by the season ticket holder 
compared with the traveller on an ordinary ticket ? 
A. Yes. The dotted line is on a 6-day week basis, and 
the black line is on a 5-day week basis. 

{President): It is the discount which would be enjoyed 
by a season ticket holder who was paying at the maximum 
rates as compared with the ordinary ticket traveller who 
was paying the maximum rate for it ? A. Yes, Sir ; 
it is comparing maximum with maximum. 

Q. They are two imaginary travellers comparing their 
financial position as they go along, are they not ? A. Yes, 
Sir. 

Q. No one is paying 3d. at the moment ? A. No, 
Sir. 

O. And no one can be paying the future headroom 
season ticket rate ? A. No, Sir. 

(Mr. Crawford) {To the Witness): Perhaps to illustrate 
the reality of the position, if one compared the present 
season ticket rate actual with the present actual ordinary 
at 2id., would the discounts be comparable and the curve 
relatively the same ? A. Yes. 

(Mr. Crawford) : Unless you have any further questions 
for Mr. Dickson, Sir, that is all I wish to ask him. 

{President) : Not at the moment, thank you. Does 
anybody else in the room wish to cross-examine Mr. 
Dickson now ? 

(Mr. Noakes) : I do not wish to cross-examine him 
to-day. Sir, but as you know, and as probably Mr. Dickson 
knows, I represent in particular Hastings, Eastbourne and 
Brighton. I would like to give notice, so that he may be 
armed in anticipation of my questions, that I should like 
at some time in the future to ask him about the maximum 
and actual season ticket rates — the increases for those 
three towns, the approximate number of season ticket 
holders and the cheap day rates which are or have been 
available. It may be a convenient course for those who 
are instructing me to set out in writing what we actually 
want to know. 

{President): Yes, but do not let them get too excited; 
do not let them add too much. No doubt they will be 
able to give you what you want. 

(Mr. Noakes): Yes; no doubt Mr. Dickson can get 
the information if he is given time to do it. 

{President): Yes, and if your clients put it in writing, 
that may be of assistance. 

(Mr. Fay) : It is of great assistance to all of us to have 
some information as to the precise facts which are going 
to be asked for, and they will certainly be obtained. 


{The Witness withdrew) 
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Q. I think your full name is Brian Hugo Harbour, and 
have you been a full-time member of the London Trans- 
port Executive since October, 1954? A. I have. 

g. In addition to your share in the collective responsi- 
bility of the Executive, have you special responsibility for 
the work of the Commercial Department? A. I have. 

Q. And of the Operating and Engineering Departments 
concerned with the Executive’s road services? A. That 
is so. 

Q. I think you have previously, since 1946, held the 
position of Operating Manager, County Buses and 
Coaches? A. That is so. 

Q. Before 1946, for three years were you Commercial 
Manager? A. I was. 

Q. That would be with the London Passenger Transport 
Board? A. That is true. 

Q. You are no stranger to these Inquiries. Does your 
evidence deal with the same matters with which you have 
dealt in the past, broadly speaking? A. Broadly speak- 
ing, with one addition: It is proposed on this occasion 
that I should deal with the estimates of car mileage as 
well as passenger receipts and yields. 

Q. You will produce the Exhibits which are lettered 
with your initials, “ B.H.”, in this case? A. Yes. 

Q. The estimates for passenger traffic receipts and, 
indeed, the estimates which Mr. Evershed has given of 
expenditures are dependent to some extent upon the car 
mileages run, are they not? A. They are. There has 
been, since we last met, some considerable variations in 
car mileages. 

Q. May we, therefore, start with the subject. Have 
you your first Exhibit, B.H.20, dealing with the variations 
of car mileage linking back to the figures put before the 
last Tribunal? You have got the 1959 budget figures, 
the 1959 actual, the 160 actual but estimated, and the 
1961 budget forecast ? A. That is so, in Part 1 of this 
Exhibit B.H.20, and in Part 2 there is an analysis of the 
differences between (he four columns in Part 1. 

Q. One sees the mileages which you forecast divided 
into road and railway services in the 1959 budget, and one 
sees that the road services in 1959 actually were consider- 
ably less and the railways a little more? A. Yes. In 
fact, on the road services we worked in 1959 7-lm. fewer 
car miles than we had budgeted for, and on the railways 
2.8m. more car miles than we had budgeted for; a net 
reduction between the two services of 4.3m. miles. That 
is the actual 1959 compared with budget 1959. 

Q. Have you analysed those broad differences in 
column 5 of the B.H.20? A. 1 have, and the analysis 
is set out under Items 4 to 9 for road services, and 10 to 
15 for the railways. 

Q. I think there were planned reductions, were there 
not, which had been introduced in 1958? A. Yes. Per- 
haps I could just go down those variation columns, starting 
off with Item 4 There was an increase in mileage, as 
compared with the budget, due to new and improved 
services. London Transport still has an expanding 
development to deal with. We have six new towns within 
our operating territory, and each year, as we go by, we 
are called upon to provide additional services on our road 
side to meet the development. The variation to which 
you were referring, Mr. Fay, is under Item No. 5, and 
there there was a decrease of 9.1m. car miles between the 
budget estimates for 1959 and the actual performance 
for 1959. 

Q. Would you like to talk about that figure? A. 1 
would. The reduction of 9.1m. miles is made up in two 
parts: There were substantial planned service reductions 
introduced in the latter months of 1958 on Central buses, 
and early in 1959 on our trolley-bus system to adjust the 
level of service given to the traffic demand forthcoming 
after the unfortunate seven-week strike in (he year 1958 
among our road services operating staff. 


Q. I remember you saying that after the strike a lot 
of passengers had been lost who, you feared, would never 
come back? y4. Yes. 

Q. Were the planned reductions a consequence, in part, 
of that? A. They were. I think that strike did our 
undertaking long-term damage. 

Q. In so far as they were planned ahead of 1959, they 
would be reflected in the budget, I suppose? A. They 
would be ; but when they were finally worked out the 
mileage reductions that we had planned in the latter part 
of 1958 and introduced on trolley-buses in 1959 were 
greater than the amounts included in our budget for the 
year 1959 to the extent of 3.2m. miles. That is the first 
component part of the reduction of 9.1m. miles shown 
in my table. 

The other element is an increase in the year 1959 in our 
lost mileage. Throughout the year 1959 we were faced 
with a staff shortage, and in our budget we did make 
provision for lost mileage equal to 5.9m. miles in the 
budget. The actual result for the year was a loss in 
mileage of 9.2m. miles. It is those two features that 
contribute, the planned service reduction and the growing 
lost mileage, to the 9.1m. miles reduction shown in line 5. 

Q. You budgeted for 3.2 miles; is that right? A. We 
budgeted for 3.2m. miles in 1959 in lost mileage, and the 
actual figure was 9.2m. miles. 

(Mr. MacLaren): Is that right? 3.2m. is the planned 
reductions. 

(Mr. Fay)-. I think there are two figures of 3.2m. {To 
the Witness): Your figure of 9.1m. miles in line 5 is 3.2m. 
miles planned reductions, and the balance is the difference 
between what you forecast and what you had for lost 
mileage? A. Yes, and the difference is 5.9m. miles. 
That added to 3.2m. miles comes to 9.1m. 

Q. We must not confuse the two 3.2m.’s. In line 6 
you have a figure for trolley-bus conversion? A. Yes. 
Our trolley-bus conversion is nearly three parts through 
now ; it will be completed in (he beginning of 1962. In 
1959, due to the conversion, there was 500,000 fewer car 
miles than we had planned. It works the other way, as 
you will see later in the next year. 

Q. Then you have other variations in line 8, an 
increase of 1.6m. miles? A. Yes. The relatively small 
increase is due to the operation of an increased number 
of duplicate and extra buses in various parts of our 
operating territory for special events and for normal 
occasions, too, and there is included in that some increase 
in our private hire and excursion activities w'hich we were 
able to carry out in this year, 1959. 

Q. We are talking in millions of miles, and it sounds 
a tremendous lot. One sees from year 1959 budget that 
you planned to run 346m. miles in the year, which is very 
nearly a million miles a day on an average? A. It is, 
and these variations, really, are rather small. 

Q. That, perhaps, puts it in perspective. The figures 
may sound large, but, for example, your trolley-bus con- 
version difference of half a million miles is merely half a 
day’s worth of bus mileage altogether? A. It is really 
insignificant in view of the total figures. 

Q. That was the bus side, and, as you have pointed 
out, the net change at line 9 comes to 7.1m. fewer miles 
run than budgeted for. Would you now deal with the 
railway situation? A. Yes. I do not think I need com- 
ment on the small addition at line 10 for new and improved 
services, but the reduction of 3.4m. miles between the 
1959 budget and the actual for 1959 is again due to two 
circumstances : Firstly, service reductions involving 

widened headways in off-peak periods were introduced on 
the Underground system at various dates during 1959 

Q. A “ widened headway ” is a longer time between 
trains, is it? A A longer interval, yes, less frequency. 
Those reductions were, in fact, planned during the year 
1958, and when we came to time-table them the actual 
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mileage involved proved to be greater than allowed for 
in the budget for 1959 by 2m. miles. The second element 
included in the 3.4m. miles was an increase in the lost 
mileage. You find lost mileage occurs on the railways as 
on our buses, but not so frequently, fortunately. 

Q. Is it due to the same cause, staff shortage, or 
not? A. No, not at all. The lost mileage on the railways 
included in the 3.4m. miles was mainly due to defects and 
delays arising on our Central Line and on our Piccadilly 
Line through the use of ageing rolling-stock, rolling-stock 
which has now been replaced. 

Q. You told us last time about the replacement of 
the life-expiring railway stock? A. Yes. It had exceeded 
its life, and its performance was getting worse and worse. 
The two elements I have mentioned comprise this 3.4m. 
miles. 

Q. That is 2m. miles planned reductions and 1.4m. 
miles lost mileage? A. Yes. Then Item No. 12, the 
non-implementation of shorter traffic day, is a heading 
which requires a good deal of amplification. The railway 
budget for 1959 prepared at the end of 1958 included 
proposals for effecting some economies in the operation of 
our Underground system, and among them was a proposal 
to shorten the traffic day on the Underground by half-an- 
hour in the early morning and half-an-hour late at ni^t, 
and also to close the Aldwych branch of the Piccadilly 
Line which runs from Holborn to Aldwych, a short length 
of railway. Those proposals were the subject of prolonged 
discussion with the Transport Users’ Consultative Com- 
mittee for London, and also with other bodies representing 
the public in various capacities, including the London 
County Council 

Q. Were they for it or against it? A. Everyone 
was against it. 

Q. They did not want the economy? A. The 
criticism was very considerable, and in the result the 
Executive decided to suspend these proposals, and, in 
consequence, the actual mileage worked in the year 1959 
exceeded our budget by 4.3m. miles due to this particular 
cause. 

Q Those are the number of miles you did run in 
the two half-hours and on the Aldwych lines? A. That 
is so. Then the other variations are, I think, rather small. 
They are mainly additional mileage worked during the 
Christmas shopping period of 1959 in association with 
the Minister of Transport’s Pink Zone Scheme. We got 
a net increase of 2.8m. miles, and that is shown as the 
difference between them. 

Q. Could we go through the same process in column 
6 and bring the picture forward to 1960. The 1960 
figures are estimated, but they are what I call estimated 
actuals, are they not? A. Yes. 

Q. They are not forecasts? A. No, they are really 
the actual figures, and when we come to finally assess 
them these figures that are quoted on this Exhibit can 
only be altered by very, very small amounts. 

On the road services you will note from the top part 
of the table a reduction in 1960 of 15.3m. miles, and the 
analysis of the causes of the reduction, the main headings 
are shown in column No. 6. In 1960 new and improved 
services were being introduced. We still have our develop- 
ing New Towns in the outer part of the London Transport 
Area, and we must provide a service for them. 

Q. That is the only plus apart from an irisigniflcant 
figure for trolley-bus conversion, and Im. miles which 
you get out of it being a leap-year ; is that right? A. Yes. 
There is a very big minus in the next item upon which 
I would like to comment. 

Line 5 in each year is a composite item. In the year 
1960 there were 18m. fewer miles worked than in 1959 
because of staff shortage and a few other causes, but staff 
shortage was the principal one. In the year there was a 
serious and continually growing staff shortage, particularly 
on our Central road services. The staff shortage was at 
its height between May and October, and although our 
existing staff worked a good deal of overtime and rest-day 
working, and they worked splendidly, a sizeable part of 
the scheduled mileage during 1960 could not be run simply 
because we had not got the staff to man the buses. Since 


the grant of higher wages and improved conditions at the 
end of October, the staff position on our Central road 
services, and, for that matter, on our Country buses and 
coaches, too, has shown a gradual improvement. It is 
nothing dramatic, but the facts are that at this moment 
we have got about 800 additional trained drivers and 
conductors in our garage than we had at the end of 
October last, and that is a complete reversal of the stark 
picture that was being presented to us weekly prior to 
October, where we were faced with a declining number 
week by week. But even allowing for the improvement in 
wages and conditions of service which was introduced on 
the 26th October last, the facts are that in the year 1960 
the loss of scheduled mileage due to these causes amounted 
to 25.8m. miles, whereas in 1959 we only lost 9.2m. miles. 
That is a difference of 16.6m., and if we add 1.4m. miles 
which could be attributed to further planned as distinct 
from unplanned cuts represented by lost mileage, planned 
reductions in service, we get this figure of 18m. miles 
shown in line 5. 

Q. Then in line 6 there is a small figure again for 
trolley-bus conversion ? A. Yes. 

Q. With regard to line 7, am I right in saying that that 
is largely due to 1960 being a leap year? A. It is very 
largely due to that. 

Q. You do, of course, have changes both in mileages 
and receipts due to the make-up of the calendar, according 
to how many Saturdays and Sundays you get in a calendar 
year, do you not? A. Yes, and I allow for that in my 
estimate of the receipts for 1960 and 1961. The individual 
days in the calendar year do produce differences which 
should be allowed for. Unfortunately, our receipts on 
Sunday, for example, are not so great as on Monday to 
Friday or Saturday, so we allow for it. 

Q. Then there is a small minus for other variations, 
and your total loss is 15.3m. miles? A. Yes. 

Q. On the railways one sees you had a gain in mileage 
in the year ? A. Yes. Perhaps I could just run through 
the contributory items. The net change in the year on 
our Underground Railways was an increase of 7.1m. miles 
compared with 1959. 

Taking line 10 first, the increase of l^m. miles shown 
there was due to service improvements introduced on the 
Inner Circle Line and the Central Line in this way : We 
have been over the years, and we carried it a good deal 
further in 1960, increasing the length of our Central Line 
trains from seven cars to eight cars, and in 1960 we 
increased the length of our Inner Circle trains from five 
cars to six cars. Those two factors caused that increase 
in mileage. 

In Item No. 11 a reduction of 2.9m. miles is shown, 
and that is due to the carrying through into 1960 of a full 
year’s effect of the planned service reductions we made in 
1959. 

<2- What about lost mileage in 1960 ? A. There was 
some lost mileage on the railways. It is nothing like the 
previous year, but that is included in this 2.9m. miles. 

Q. Was it in 1960 that the replacement by new rolling- 
stock was commenced on the Central Line? A. Yes, it 
had got well under way. 

Q. So there were fewer breakdowns, of course ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Line 13 is described as “Cessation of uncoupling.’’ 
You had better explain that. A. From the end of Novem- 
ber, 1959, when the first experiments with what had been 
become known as the Pink Zone parking arrangements 
were introduced to cover the Christmas period, uncoupling 
was suspended on all lines on the Underground system. 
When I say “ uncoupling was suspended,’’ I really mean 
that the trains were worked at their full length of seven 
or eight cars throughout the off-peak periods and not in 
those periods reduced to shorter trains of three or four 
cars. The trains were run at their full length throughout 
the day to meet the additional traffic which comes to us 
normally at Christmas-time. There were certain advan- 
tages found from that method of operation, and on the 
Piccadilly and Central Lines we have continued with the 
longer trains throughout the day since the ending of the 
Pink Zone arrangements in January, 1959. In order to 
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achieve a balance in expenditure, and we think some 
small economy, we have on those two railways slightly 
increased the headway or widened the interval of service 
by way of compensation. But it is the working of these 
long trains throughout the day that is the cause of this 
increase of 7.1m. car miles in 1960. 

Q. Line 14 is leap year again, is it? A. Yes. 

Q. And there is a small plus for other variations ? 
A. Yes, that is a miscellaneous collection of varying minor 
items. 

O. Leaving you with 7.1m. miles more in the year 
than in the previous year on the railways ? A. Yes. 

O. Looking forward to a future year, would you make 
some comparison with last year? A. If I may take the 
road services first 

Q. Incidentally, is this future year you have taken in 
column 7 in fact your budget for 1961 ? A. It is. 

If I may take the road services first, the mileage to be 
run in a future year is estimated to amount to 324.7m. 
miles, which, it will be noted, is a figure very similar to 
the actual mileage in the year 1960 of 324.3m. miles. 

There is a variation between the two figures, an increase 
of 0.4m. miles, and that variation is analysed in column 7 
in the lower part of the statement, lines 4 to 8. 

You will see that under the heading of “ New and im- 
proved services ” some further development of new 
services is allowed for involving the operation of 0.6m. 
additional miles. 

Under Item No. 5 the increase of 1.5m. miles referred 
to there mainly relates to the Central road services system, 
which comprises our red buses and our trolley-buses, on 
which we have had, particularly in 1960, a quite serious 
staff problem. Now that there is an improvement in our 
staff position we do look for a reduction in lost mileage, 
and we have also reduced our scheduled mileage as from 
the 18th January, 1961, on certain of our routes in order 
to improve their regularity, which we hope will again lead 
to a further reduction in the lost mileage. With the staff 
situation as it is, we are looking forward to a gradual 
improvement in 1961 in quality and in the regularity of the 
bus services in London. We expect a slight increase in 
the actual mileage to be worked. We certainly, as I have 
just said, expect a more regular service than in 1960, but 
I do want to emphasise that these expectations are depen- 
dent upon the continued improvement in our staff position. 
The increase of 1.5m. miles shown here may, perhaps, 
look rather a modest increase in the light of the con- 
siderable reduction which took place in 1960. If our staff 
position permitted it, if the improvements that do take 
place in a future year are greater than we expect, then we 
shall run more mileage than is shown here, within the 
limits, of course, of the mileage necessary to meet the 
traffic demands. 

I would like to emphasise at this point, if I may, that 
London Transport is very anxious to give the public a 
better service than the public had in 1960, and that will 
be our main objective this year. 

Q. So long as the staff position improves you will be 
able to progress towards that objective, will you ? A. We 
shall, and we certainly hope that it will continue to 
improve. 

Q. Then there are the calendar changes. Would you 
just explain why, this year not being a leap year, you 
have added Ij-m. miles, although there was Im. miles taken 
out the previous year ? That is another feature of the 
calendar, I think, is it ? A. Yes. When my assistants 
made these comparisons between the make-up of one year 
and another, they found that not only is 1961 not a leap 
year, but in comparison with 1960 there are two fewer 
weekdays and one more Sunday, and there is a very 
distinct difference in the amount of our receipts on a 
week-day and on a Sunday. 

Q. And a corresponding distinction in the mileage run ? 
A. Yes, and that is reflected as well. 

Q. Then there are some other small variations, and 
the total is the figure you have given, the net figure of a 
400.000 increase in the year. On the railways one sees a 


large increase for new and improved services and a 
decrease of 0.8m. miles for planned service reductions and 
lost mileage. Are both of those associated largely with 
the Metropolitan Line? A. They are both associated 
with the Metropolitan Line, the first almost exclusively. 

From the top of the table we see that in the future year 
we are planning to run 203.3m. miles as compared with 
204.7m. on the Underground system in 1960. 

The bottom half of Exhibit BH 20 analyses the 
differences, and, as you said, the increase shown in line 10 
of 1.4m. miles relates to the new and improved services 
which we hope will follow the entry into service of the 
new rolling-stock on the Metropolitan Line. For the last 
two or three years there have been considerable works 
under way on the Metropolitan Line. The electrification 
has been taken on beyond Rickmansworth to Amersham 
and Chesham, and in 1961 we hope to see the advent of 
our new Metropolitan Line rolling-stock which will enable 
us, with the electrification and with the four tracking 
schemes going on, to give a considerably improved service 
on our Metropolitan Line. 

Q. With that consequent increase in mileage ? A. Yes. 

Q. What about the reduction of 800,000 miles ? 
A. That is composed of two elements. There are planned 
service reductions in the future year, as compared with 
1960, of 1.4m. miles. They are partly the full year’s effect 
of changes introduced in 1960, and partly a reduction of 
0.8m. car miles which will come about as the result of the 
proposed transfer to the London, Midland Region from 
London Transport in September, 1961, of responsibilty for 
the service between Amersham and Aylesbury. That is 
the north-western extremity of the Metropolitan Line. I 
referred just now to the electrification of that line to 
Amersham. The service beyond Amersham to-day is 
worked jointly by London Transport and the London, 
Midland Region, and that will, after the date of this 
transfer to which I have just referred, be worked by the 
London, Midland Region. 

Q. That is the loss-maker to which I referred yester- 
day ? A. That is so. I have referred to an increase of 
1.4m. miles in 1961 due to those two causes. That is offset 
by a reduction in lost mileage in 1961, which we hope will 
be effective, of 0.6m. miles, giving a net figure of 0.8m. 
miles in line 11. 

Q. Those are the mileage variations year by year which 
lie at the foundation of both the receipts and expenses 
variations in many cases, do they not ? A. Yes. 

Q. May we now turn to your part in the figures which 
appear on the tables produced yesterday by Mr. Evershed, 
that is the receipts side. What was the budget of passenger 
traffic receipts for 1960 at the old level? A. The London 
Transport budget of passenger traffic receipts for 1960 at 
the fare levels in operation before the introduction of 
what you described yesterday at Stage 1, amounted to 
£81,750,000, and that is the figure shown at the foot of 
column 14 of Exhibit BH 26, and the figure on which the 
estimated yield of the fares increases under the first stage 
was based. 

Q. That was the budget estimate. What is now the 
estimate of the actual traffic receipts for 1960 ? A. The 
actual traffic receipts for 1960 are now estimated to 
amount to £83. 3m. That is a sum which includes, of 
course, the yield of the fares revision under Stage 1 

Q. For part of the year only, of course ? A. For 
part of the year only — and I estimate the yield from that 
fares revision in 1960 to have produced £1.7m. additional 
revenue. 

Q. £81. 7m. plus £1.7m. is £83.4m. That is a little 
higher than the actual? A. Yes. I said just now that 
the actual was £83. 3m. The actual of the pre-Stage 1 
revision, accepting my estimate of the yield of the revision 
as being £1.7m., is £8 1.6m., which is a figure remarkably 
close to the original budget that was produced for that 
year. 

{President)-. The actual was £83.3m.? A. Yes, Sir. 

(Mr. Fay ) : That has, I think, only recently been ascer- 
tained, Mr. Harbour? A. Yes. 

{President)-. You attribute £1.7m. to the changes made 
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during the course of 1960? A. That is so, Sir; the 
changes which were introduced on the 8th May, 1960. 

Q. Are you limiting the changes to changes made 
under an Order obtained from the Tribunal? A. No. 

Q. Or does your £1.7m. include the “ arteing-up ” of 
some charges under your unexhausted powers? A. It 
does not, no. This £1.7m. is that part of the yield from 
the 8th May alterations which can be attributed to the 
year 1960, and the 8th May alterations were made under 
the Order. 

Q. What you mean is that the £1.7m. is that part of 
the total receipts which can properly be attributed to 
the changes made under the Tribunal’s Order? A. Yes, 
thank you for the correction. Sir. 

Q. You begin with a known figure, or a figure now 
known of £83.3m., and you say of that £1.7m. came to 
you because of the Tribunal’s Order? A. Yes. 

(Mr. Fay): Of course, there is no element in that of 
taking up the unexhausted charging power, is there? 
A. No. 

Q. But there is some in Stage 2? A. There is some 
in Stage 2. 

Q. Because you used that up on ordinary fares on 
the 15th of this month? A. Yes. 

Q. All you have left is the concessionary early morning 
fares as a piece of unexhausted headroom? A That is 
all. 

(Mr. Poole) : Could you just explain where the difference 
is between that £1.7m. and the £1.9m. you gave us 
yesterday? 

(Mr. Fay): The £1.9m. is the annual yield, is it not. 
Sir? 

(Mr. Poole): It is Stage 1, is it not? 

(Mr. Fay): The annual yield is £2.5m. I am not sure 
I recognise the £1.9m. which you mentioned. There was 
a £1.9m. for London Lines of British Railways. 

(Mr. Poole): I see. 

(President): Anyhow, if you did say £1.9m. you are 
obviously grossly wrong, because you have got £1.7m. as 
the result of Orders made which were only operative from 
May to December. 

(Mr. Fay): I had a note to say, and I think I did say, 
that if you look at A.E.3, the esimated result for 1960, you 
will have to add £1.7m. to the final deficit, making a 
surplus of £1.5m., in order to arrive at the actual results. 

(President): Yes, that is right.. 

(Mr. Fay): That is the £1.7m. to which Mr. Harbour 
has just spoken. (To the Witness): I think you can 
reconcile the receipts for 1960 with the receipts for 1959, 
and then go back a stage further to the budget for 1959 
by looking at Exhibit B.H.21? A. Yes. 

Q. Which is an explanation of the changes on the 
receipts side as between those years? A. Yes. 

Q. Perhaps we might just look at that. The budget 
for 1959 budgeted for receipts of £78.3m., did it not? 
A. It did, and that is the figure that was produced at 
the last Inquiry. 

Q. That was before the Tribunal in 1959. In con- 
sequence of the last decision of the Tribunal, were fares 
increased both in August and in November? A. They 
were. 

Q. With the yields which we see in your Exhibit of 
£0.4m. and £0.5m., respectively? A. In total £0.9m., yes. 

Q. So that brings your budget, adjusted in the light 
of the fares increases, up to £79.2m ? A. Yes. 

Q. Then do you go on to deal with the other factors 
producing variations from that figure? A. Yes. The 
actual receipts for the year 1959 were £79. 3m. 

Q. That is £0.1m. more than the budget adjusted for 
the increases of fares? A. That is so. The increase of 


£0.1m. can, in my view, be attributed to these three causes 
I have shown here. In 1959 we did have an exceptionally 
fine summer and autumn 

Q. It is becoming a fading memory now! A. I am 
afraid it is ; it has been followed in 1960 by an extremely 
wet one. Then there was an influenza epidemic, and we 
had mileage fluctuations which had an effect on our 
revenue, as shown here. The receipts for 1959, £79.3m., 
can be reconciled with the estimated actual receipts for 
1960 of £81. 6m. in the way 1 have indicated here: £3m. 
additional revenue represents the further yield in 
1960 of the fares increases introduced in August and 
November 

(President) : Not “ further ”, the yield in the full year, 
you mean, do you not? A. I am sorry; the word 
“ further ” should be withdrawn. It is the fares increases 
introduced in August and November, 1959. 

(Mr. Fay): Is it not “ further ”? — because you have got 
in your total for 1959 an element of £0.9m., and as we 
are reconciling we want the further increase. 

(President) : I think if you are reconciling you are quite 
right and “ further ” will stand. 

(Mr. Fay): The total annual yield would be £3.9m.? 
A. That is true. 

Q. I think it is correctly described in your Exhibit, 
“ Further effect of fares increases . . .” A. Yes. 

Q. So there is the £3m.? A. Yes. Then in 1960 we 
certainly did not have an exceptional summer. 

Q. So you have taken out the plus from the previous 
year? A. That is so. Then I have adjusted for the 
influenza epidemic of 1959, and for the leap-year and for 
the lost mileage that we saved in 1960. 

Q. I see you say in the Exhibits: “Partly offset by 
transfer of traffic to rail and improved economic condi- 
tions ” ? A. Yes. That has been a feature of the lost 
mileage on our Central road services in 1960. When I 
talk of lost mileage, that really does mean a deterioration 
in the scheduled or time-tabled service, and, as a conse- 
quence of that deterioration, there was some small loss of 
traffic on the road services outright and there was a 
transfer, particularly in the latter part of 1960, from our 
bus services to our Underground system. 

Q. You think there was also in this figure a plus due 
to improved economic conditions in 1960? A. Yes. In 
the latter part of 1960 there was a buoyancy in our traffics 
right up until the middle of December. When I talk of 
the latter part of 1960, I am talking of the period from 
about the end of lune to the middle of December. Our 
traffics were good, and I think the additional traffic we 
got can be attributed to the improved prosperity of the 
people we seek to serve. 1 must say that in the middle 
of December there was a significant drop in our traffic 
receipts and in our traffic which has tended to continue 
since, and I am holding the view that that can be attri- 
buted to general economic reasons, and that the general 
prosperity to which I referred just now has waned. 

Q. We all know the troubles of the motor industry. 
Does that affect the London Area? A. It does. We 
have a large motor manufacturer in the London Area in 
Dagenham, but also in the London Area we have quite 
a sizeable part of the manufacturing side dealing with 
accessories for cars and motor cycles. It is quite extensive, 
and the short-time working and reduction in overtime 
working has been very noticeable in our industrial traffics. 

(Mr. Fay) : I think that concludes that Exhibit. Perhaps 
that would be a convenient moment to adjourn. Sir. 

(President) : Very well. 

(Adjourned for a short time) 

(Mr. Fay): Mr. Harbour, may we turn to the receipts 
estimated to accrue in 1961. What is the figure for 
passenger receipts in the budget for 1961? A. That 
figure amounts to £86.9m., which includes £2. 6m. estimated 
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to accrue in 1961 from the fares increases introduced on 
the 15th January, 1961, the yield in a full year of which 
is estimated at £2.7m. as shown on Exhibit BH 28. 

Q. Because they did not come in at the beginning of 
the year you are including £2.6m. and not £2.7m. of yield 
in this year from the stage 2 increases? A. That is so. 
There was a delay of a fortnight approximately. 

Q. If one deducted that figure from your budget, your 
budget figure for 1961 would be £84.3m. at the fare levels 
in force before the 15th January? A. That is so. 

{President): That is column 14 in BH 28. 

(Mr. Fay): Yes. (To the Witness): Can you now 

indicate, briefly, the changes that have taken place in 
revenue between 1960 and 1961? A. Yes. I think the 
reconciliation of the estimate of £84.3m. for 1961 and 
the estimated receipts of £83.3m. for 1960 — ^which you 
will remember included £1.7m. from the fares increases 
of the 8th May, 1960 — is as follows: You start off with 
the estimated actual receipts for 1960 at pre-May, 1960, 
fares of £8 1.6m. 

Q. That is before any of the three stages? A. Before 
any of the three stages, yes. Then you add on the 1960 
proportion of the May, 1960, fares revision which, as I 
have said, is estimated at £1.7m., making £83.3m. To that 
figure , you should add the further effect in 1961 of the 
fares increases of May, 1960, which I put at £0.8m. The 
£0.8m. when added to the £1.7m. previously mentioned 
gives a total of £2.5m., which was the expected net yield 
from that May, 1960, revision. 

Q. That is the first factor of variation between the two 
years. A. Yes. Then I have made an adjustment down- 
wards of £0.3m. in our traffic receipts for the variations 
in the calendar in 1961 to which I referred this morning, 
there being two less week-days and one more Sunday, 
and my estimate of that is £0.3m. 

Q. £0.3m. less in 1961. A. Yes. Then in looking to 

1960 I have assumed that there will be some continuation 
in the buoyancy of our traffic which was reflected in the 
receipts, particularly on our railways, in the latter half 
of 1960, and I have attributed to that feature £0.5m. 
If you add together the three items, the further effect 
in 1961 of the May, 1960, increases of £0.8m., the reduc- 
tion of £0.3m. due to the changes in the calendar and the 
increased receipts that I have included of £0.5m., you 
get, on account of continued buoyancy of traffics, a net 
addition of £lm., which increases the £83. 3m., the actual 
receipts for 1960, to this budget figure of £84.3m. at fares 
in operation before the 15th January, 1961. 

Q. The significant difference there is, perhaps, the £lm. 
you have assumed for increased traffic. A. That is the 
significant difference, and perhaps the most chancy of 
these. 

Q. I was going to ask you about that. When was the 

1961 budget prepared? A. It was prepared in November, 
1960, before we had had any evidence at all that there 
might be a slight recession in our traffics, although we 
knew the sort of downward trend that the country’s 
general economy was taking. The motor car industry had 
been hit by that time and there was other evidence. 

Q. But in the light of what you know now, do you 
think that £0.5m. is, perhaps, on the optimistic side? 
A. I certainly do. I am a transport operator, but I try 
to take an interest in the economic conditions that govern 
to so great an extent the business that we have in London 
and the affairs of our country, and I cannot fail to take 
serious note of certain trends in the economic position of 
this country, trends which show short-time working in 
various industries, particularly the car industry and its 
allied industries, all of which we have found from 
experience in the past have a direct repercussion on the 
volume of traffic carried by London Transport. I have 
made no allowance for any such recession as, indeed, 
I have made no allowance — which I have made on 
previous occasions — for a general downward trend in our 
traffics due to the diversion of passengers from public 
transport to private transport or the distraction of the 
public we attempt to serve by television. 


O. You have not taken that into account this time, 
but you have taken into account the reflection of the 
buoyancy of your last year’s traffics until December? 
A. Yes. 

Q. If you are able to restore more mileage than you 
have anticipated in the budget figures, will that improve 
the net position? This is bus mileage, of course. A. We 
are talking of bus mileage entirely here. I do not think 
it can improve the net position. If we were able to work 
more miles than we contemplate in this budget of ours 
for 1961 our traffic receipts would be greater, but my 
experience tells me that our operating expenses would be 
proportionately greater still. I think the chances are that 
the net position may be worse. I am looking into the 
future now into a very difficult position. It all depends 
whether the additional mileage to which you are referring 
is worked by additional staff or by additional overtime 
an rest-day working by the existing staff. If it is the latter, 
it will, of course, be more expensive, because such over- 
time and rest-day working is paid for at enhanced rates. 
But I have ignored that and, as I have said, the ability 
of London Transport to work additional mileage beyond 
that which is forecast in the year 1961 depends entirely 
upon our staff position. 

Q. May I leave London Transport and ask you to 
deal with the London Lines of British Railways. 

(President): Before you do that, you tell me, Mr. 
Harbour, that the budget for 1961 was drawn up some 
time in November. A. Yes. 

Q. On previous occasions we have had the weekly 
allocations. Was such a document drawn up this time? 
A. Yes ; it is a matter of our regular domestic routine 
week by week, and it is available. 

Q. We had better have that at some time. Secondly, 
in drawing up that weekly allocation, of course, you only 
had regard to the increases which had been authorised 
in April or May? A. Yes, in May. 

Q. You took nothing in respect of any further 
increases? A. No. This return deals with the year 1960. 
It is our budget for the year 1960 adjusted as from the 
8th May for the increases which were then made and con- 
trasted week by week with the actual receipts. It is the 
return that you have had previously, and it is available. 

(Mr. Fay): You are asking for 1960, I take it? 

(President): No, I am asking for the budget for 1961, 
which we have been talking about for the last ten minutes. 

(Mr. Fay): Perhaps I am one stage behind. I thought 
you asked for the comparison of the budget forecast with 
the actual receipts week by week. 

(President): No, I had not asked for that part of it 
yet. I asked Mr. Harbour: When you were preparing 
your budget for 1961 — which you told us was done some 
time in November — was there among the documents pre- 
pared a document of the sort which has been supplied 
to us in the past which gives the estimates week by week 
of the revenue which you expect to receive? I thought 
he said “ Yes ”. A. Yes, I did. 

Q. That is so, is it? A. Yes. 

(President): Then I said: Can we be supplied with that 
document. 

(The Witness): I thought you were referring to the year 
1960, Sir. The 1960 figures are available in that form, 
and the 1961 figures can be supplied in that form. 

(Mr. Fay): I think we can hand you the 1960 table at 
once. 

(President): We have got most of it, have we not? 

(Mr. Fay) : No, Sir. 

(President) : I will not have anything handed in at once, 
just let me look at it to see a figure I had in mind. 
(Document handed to the President). 

(Mr. Fay): That is what you usually have for 1960, 
and I understand you wish to have the budget forecast 
for 1961? 
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{President): That is it, yes. 

{Mr. Fay): The two tables? | 

{President): Yes, we may as well have 1960. 

{Mr. Fay): I am not sure Mr. Harbour has agreed 
the second is in existence. 

{The Witness): I have, Sir, and T have agreed that it 
can be supplied. 

{Mr. Fay): I do not know whether it would be con- 
venient to circulate those to the Objectors and the Court 
at the same time as soon as they are available? 

{President): Yes, I think you had better. It only affects 
London. 

{Mr. Maclaren): If it could be given to London and 
East Ham that would cover the people I represent. 

{President) : Make a reasonable circulation — ^but not 
necessarily to Sutton Coldfield — and then we can have it 
printed when we resume. 

{Mr. Fay): If you please. Sir. {To the Witness): We 
now come to the London Lines of British 'Railways. What 
was their budget for 1960 of passenger receipts? A. The 
budget of traffic receipts for 1960, after traffic clearances 
between the London area and outside London — ^between 
London Lines and the Underground that is — at the fare 
levels applying before the 8th May was put at £30,760,000, 
and this is the figure shown in column 2 of Exhibit B.H.26, 
from which the yield of the fares increases of the 8th May, 
1960, and the 12th June, 1960, in the case of London 
Lines have been derived. 

Q. Has that budget been substantially departed from, 
or has it proved correct? A. The figures for the whole 
of the year 1960 are not yet available, but, judging from 
the figures up to the end of September, 1960 (that is nine 
months of the year) it seems that any variation between 
the budget and the actual receipts for the year is likely 
to be small. 

Q. Will you explain to the Tribunal what has happened 
to the receipts of British Railways London Lines since 
those receipts were last before the Tribunal? I think the 
1958 figures were in your Exhibit B.H.15, which is on 
page 26 of the First Day of the last 'Inquiry. A. Yes. 
The budget estimate for the year 1958 reproduced in 
B.H.15 was £27,942,000, and if I may call that £27.9m. 
for the purposes of the reconciliation I should be obliged. 
That is for the year 1958. In tracing the developments 
which have taken place since, I make these following 
adjustments : One must add the additional revenue in 1958 
from the traffic which was transferred to the 'Railways 
(that is British Railways, London Lines) during the seven 
weeks’ bus strike to which I referred this morning. That 
bus strike lasted from the 5th May to the 20th June, and 
our estimate of the value of the transferred traffic is 
£0.9m. That accounts for the major part of the difference 
between the budgeted receipts for 1958 of £27.9m. and 
the actual receipts for 1958 of £28.9m. 

Q. They were £lm. up, of which you say £0.9m. was 
the transfer of traffic during the bus strike. A. Yes. 

Q. There is £100,000 still to be accounted for. 
A. One cannot attribute it precisely to a particular cause, 
it was due to a number of causes including the develop- 
ment of traffic during that year. But it is a small amount. 
The bulk of that £lm. difference between the actual 
receipts for 1958 and the budget estimate was undoubtedly 
due to that additional traffic carried by British Railways 
London Lines during the bus strike. 

Q. The actual for 1958 is £28.9m. A. Yes. 

Q. 'Was the actual for 1959 precisely the same figure? 
A. It was, as things turned out. It was exactly the same 
amount in round hundred-thousands. 

Q. But inasmuch as there was no bus strike and there 
was no bonus to British 'Railways London Lines of £0.9m., 
it follows that the £0.9m. must have been contributed 
from some other cause. A. Well, in my estimation there 
were three main factors which operated in 1959 and which 


must be brought to account in a reconciliation between 
the two figures which, in fact, turned out to be precisely 
the same. First of all, in 1959 there was no bus strike, 
so we should deduct from the 1958 receipts of £28. 9m. 
the £0.9m. that we estimated was attributable to the 
transferred traffic during the bus strike. That brings us to 
a round figure of £28m., to which one must add £0.6m., 
mainly due to the development of the traffic as a conse- 
quence of increased population in the outer London area. 
We have got six new towns in the London Transport area 
and there is a considerable amount of development going 
on the outskirts of London. Then you must add to the 
estimated yield in 1959 all the fares increases Which were 
introduced on the 1st November, 1959. 

Q. Following the last Scheme being approved? A. 
Following the last Scheme, and I estimate the value of 
that increase in 1959 at £0.3m. Those two increases of 
£0.6m. for development and £0.3m. for increased fares 
off-set the loss that British Railways London Lines bore 
in 1959 because there was not a repetition of the bus strike 
of 1958, thank goodness. 

Q. That is 1959, £28.9m. in total. Is the budget of 
receipts for the year 1960 the figure of £30.8m.? A. Yes. 
The actual receipts for 1959 were £28.9m ; the estimate 
of the further effect of the fares increases of the 1st 
November, 1959, in the year 1960 is an additional £1.5m., 
and then we have estimated that the effect of further 
traffic development in the outer area and the further effect 
of some modernisation of our Railway services which have 
led to increased traffics can be put at £0.4m. 

Q. Making £1.9m., and explaining the increase between 
1959 and 1960. A. Yes. 

Q. You have mentioned the fruits of modernisation 
as being attributable to the £400,000. What British Rail- 
ways’ services in particular have been modernised in that 
way? A. Within the London area there have been three 
main modernisation schemes. The introduction of diesel 
multiple unit services out of King’s Cross to Hertford 
North and Welwyn Garden City in June, 1959 ; the intro- 
duction of diesel multiple unit services out of St. Pancras 
to St. Albans and round Luton to Barking in January, 
1960 ; and the electrification out of Liverpool Street to 
Enfield, Chingford, Hertford East and Bishop’s Stortfprd 
in November, 1960. 

Q. The final step is to consider the estimated receipts 
of British Railways London Lines for 1961, and I think 
the budget figure can be seen on your other yield table, 
BH 28. A. That is so for 1961, and it is put at 
£32,895,000 and is the budget, of course, used for domestic 
purposes and compiled in conjunction with all the British 
Railways Regions involved. 

Q. That compares with the 1960 budget figure before 
stage 1 of £30. 8m. Would you reconcile those two figures 
for me? A. Yes. The two figures can be reconciled in 
this way: We start off with the budget to which I have 
just referred for 1960 for £30.8m. at pre-stage 1 fares. 
There must be added to that the estimated yield in 1960 
of the May, 1960, and the June, 1960, fares increases— 
which together comprise stage 1 — which are estimated to 
yield in the year £l.lm., the actual receipts for 1960 being 
£3 1.9m. 

Q. That is the actual as estimated. A. Yes, as closely 
as we can estimate it. 

Q. There is an increase of another £lm. between that 
and the budget for 1961? A. Yes. Starting with that 
£3 1.9m. one must take account of the further effect in 
1961, in a full year, of the increases in fares of May and 
June, 1960, and in 1961 that should produce an additional 
£0.8m. I have allowed a further £0.3m. for traffic develop- 
ment in the outer areas and as a result of modernised 
services; and I have made an adjustment of £0.1m. for 
the calendar changes, the one less day in 1961, making 
a reduction of fO.lm. Those elements led to an addition 
of £lm., which added to the £31. 9m. estimated actual 
receipts for 1960, gives a figure of £32.9m., which we have 
adopted as the budget of receipts for the year 1961 at 
the fares in force before the 15th January, 1961. 

Q. The amount attributable to increases in traffic from 
modernisation in this last calculation will be largely 
Eastern Region, will it not, from Liverpool Street? 
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A. That is so. You will have noticed that it is not quite 
so great as the amounts allowed for previously. This 
£0.3m. mainly comes on the Eastern Region. 

Q. That is all I want to ask about the passenger 
revenue of the London Region. I now turn to a different 
subject, that of the precise alterations which are proposed 
at the various stages of this Inquiry. 

{President): I forget why it is, Mr. Fay, that Mr. 
Harbour — whose duties I do not think extend to British 
Railways London Lines — is chosen as the witness to give 
us these estimates and figures. He did last time, but it is 
Mr. Winchester’s job, is it not? 

{Mr. Fay) : Surely it has always been the London Trans- 
port witness who gives the revenue figures for the whole 
London area? My recollection is that that goes back 
to Mr. Valentine’s days in the witness chair. 

{President): I said I forget why it is that Mr. Harbour 
has had to bend his mind to showing how the British 
Railways in this sector will improve or go down. 

{Mr. Fay): He does it, of course, upon instructions and 
upon information which is supplied to him by the various 
Regions, in the same way as his own officers supply him 
with the London Transport figures. If the Tribunal desired 
to have four further witnesses from the Regions I daresay 
it could be arranged. 

{President) : Four further witnesses? 

{Mr. Fay): There would have to be one from each 
Region if it was to be a witness closer to the figures 
than Mr. Harbour. 

{President): I see. Is not Mr. Winchester close to the 
figures? 

{Mr. Fay) : I am not sure whether Mr. Winchester has 
ever dealt with this. Mr. Winchester has dealt with the 
expenses in some detail from the costings angle, but he 
has never dealt with receipts, so far as I recollect. 

{President): There it is. I am not saying Mr. Harbour 
has not gone into great detail, it suddenly struck me to 
enquire why, for the purpose of these Inquiries, he had 
to take on this considerable extra burden and be cross- 
examined about it. 

{Mr. Fay): I think it will be found we are following 
tradition if we are doing nothing else. 

{The Witnes.?): If I may add. Sir, that I have a very 
close personal liaison with the British Railways Officers 
of the various Regions operating in the London area, and 
I am also personally very familiar with the scope and 
extent of their traffic and their services on these London 
Lines. I was, many years ago, the Secretary of the Stand- 
ing Joint Committee of the London Passenger Transport 
Board under the London Passenger Transport Act of 1933. 

{President): Mr. Harbour, do not think I am saying 
you are not entitled to give evidence. It suddenly struck 
me as being curious that you had to take responsibility 
for the figures of a system the working of which is not 
part of your duties. 

{Mr. Fay) : I think it really goes back to the days of 
assimilation when it was necessary to start considering the 
functions of the two parts of the London area together, 
and ever since then there has been one witness who has 
made it his business to deal with the revenue side. 

{President) : Proceed on your way as quickly as possible, 
Mr. Fay. 

{Mr. Fay): I have not much further to go, Sir! {To 
the Witness): May we look now at your exhibits, which 
deal with the proposals at the three different stages ; they 
start with Exhibit BH 22, which shows the ordinary fares 
of London Transport and of the London, Tilbury and 
Southend line, and all the increases which have been made 
and are proposed to be made. I think the table is largely 
self-explanatory, is it not? A. I hope so. In preparing 
these exhibits we have endeavoured to set out the various 
stages as clearly as we possibly can. 


Q. It shows that the full permitted increases were not 
imposed by 1959, or indeed by 1960, above 11 miles? A. 
Yes. 

Q. That is the difference between the actuals and the 
maxima in columns 2 and 3 respectively? A. Yes. 

Q. It also shows the introduction of the 8d. fare for 
2i miles, which is proposed at Stage 3, in column 12? 
A. Yes. 

Q. That is a new fare stage, is it not? A. Yes. It is 
the second of the additional single half-mile stages that 
we have proposed. We have had one for 1| miles, I 
think, for some time ; the addition of a 2y-mile step in 
the scale is provided in Stage 3, shown in column 12. 

Q. There is no headroom left now anywhere in the 
ordinary scale, is there? A. No. 

Q. I will come to early mornings in a moment. I think 
the result of the Stage 3 proposals is to introduce a 3d. 
a mile fare for the first three miles? A. Yes, with two 
half-mile graduations interpolated, as it were. 

Q. That is to avoid the 3d. jumps in the scale? A. Yes. 

Q. I think that is all I want to ask you as to that. 
The proposal as to day return fares, which does not 
appear on the table, is, of course that they shall be double 
the London Transport ordinary singles? 

A. Yes. These are day return fares on British Railways 
London Lines, and it is our desire and our intention to 
maintain the assimilation which that day return provides. 

Q. Now may we look at Exhibit BH 23 ; that shows 
the early morning fares, firstly, in columns 2 and 3, as 
they were before Stage 1. They were at the maximum 
then permitted? A. Yes. 

Q. Columns 4 and 5 show the increases authorised by 
the Tribunal at Stage 1, and columns 8 and 9 show the 
actuals which have been imposed since the 15th January 
of this year? A. That is right. 

Q. There is a significant difference, is there not, 
between columns 8 and 9 and the preceding columns in 
that they are no longer statutory fares? A. Yes; 
columns 8 and 9 represent charges within the Commission’s 
discretion, really. 

Q. And so far as the maxima are concerned, you could 
now charge the full single or return fare on the ordinary 
scale? A. We could, and as has been said here before, 
it is our intention to proceed to that objective. We regard 
the early morning fare as a concession which is not 
warranted, and we shall be continuing on our road towards 
its withdrawal. 

Q. Yes ; you have not withdrawn it completely, because 
you think that would be too severe a move all in one 
step? A. That is true. We have not withdrawn it com- 
pletely, and we have not decided when to withdraw it; 
but we may well withdraw it entirely within the next year 
or two. 

Q. And if we may look at columns 8 and 9, the first 
three entries are asterisked to indicate that they are in 
fact the single or return fares as the case may be? A. Yes. 

Q. So in effect the early morning fare has gone for 
distances up to and including 8 miles? A. Yes; it starts 
now at 9 miles. 

Q. Which means that on the buses there is very little 
left indeed? A. Very little indeed; it is a very small 
traffic. 

Q. But there are the fares from 11 to 60 miles on 
the railways? A. Yes. 

Q. What is the value of the concession ; how much 
revenue will be obtained when it is abolished? A. I have 
estimated it at an annual sum of £50,000 for London 
Transport and at about £100,000 for British Railways 
London Lines ; that is the value of the complete abolition. 

Q. I think it should be made clear that outside London 
early morning fares have been entirely withdrawn by 
British Railways, but they still continue on this scale on 
London Lines? A. Yes. 
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Q. Have you a table dealing with season ticket rates? 
A. Yes, they form part of Exhibit BH 24. There are 
three sheets, the first dealing with the maximum monthly 
season ticket rates, the second dealing with the weekly 
season ticket rates, and the third dealing with the quarterly 
season ticket rates — all maximum rates. 

Q. And then there is a separate exhibit, Exhibit BH 25, 
which I think deals with the monthly season ticket rates, 
but compares them percentagewise with the actuals rather 
than the maxima? A. Yes. The object of this particular 
exhibit was to bring out the amounts of the increases 
under Stages 1, 2 and 3, in comparison with the rates 
which were actually applied in the 1st November, 1959, 
revision, where for distances of 25 miles and upwards the 
full maximum charge was not levied. 

[President): Just let me understand this: In column 
2 up to 25 miles the rates are “Scheme” rates? A. Yes. 

Q. Beyond 25 miles — or possibly for 25 miles and on 
— they are actuals and below “Scheme” rates? A. Yes, 
Sir. In November, 1959, the revision was applied there ; 
the “ Scheme” rates were adopted for distances up to and 
including 24 miles, and the rates which applied for 24 
miles and beyond were below the Scheme. 

(Mr. Fay) : You can see that. Sir, by comparing column 
2 in Exhibit BH 24, Sheet 1, and column 2 in Exhibit 
BH 25 ; the monthly charge for 25 miles at the maximum 
is £5 10s. 6d., but the actual is £5 10s. Od. All the 
preceding charges are at the maximum. (To the Witness) : 
Is it right that when revenue is required to be increased, 
season tickets should be among those to bear the burden? 
A. I certainly think they should. The season ticket rate 
is certainly a concessionary rate, and for some time I 
have held the view that the amount of the concession 
is too great. I certainly think that those passengers who 
travel at cheaper rates than the standard rates should bear 
their share — or at least their share — of the increased 
burdens which have to be borne by the Transport under- 
taking and which are, of course, reflected in the cost of 
providing the service. 

Q. So far as the cost is concerned, are the season ticket 
travellers, by and large, cheap or expensive travellers to 
convey? A. I think the season ticket holders are expen- 
sive travellers to convey. In the London area they 
invariably travel certainly within pretty well defined peak 
hours morning and evening, and they involve London 
Transport and British Railways London Lines in the 
provision of a considerable amount of equipment which 
is used to a very little extent at other times of the day 
on week-days and to a very little extent at all on Sundays. 
They are an expensive type of traffic to carry because 
they all seek — or the majority of them do — to travel at 
one time both up to London in the morning and home 
again in the evening. 

[President) : But it is a very difficult comparison, is 
it not, Mr. Harbour? I should have thought a lot of 
people would think that a person travelling in the middle 
of the day as the only traveller in one of the cars or 
coaches of London Transport was also an expensive 
traveller?. A. Well, Sir, I hope our off-peak loads are 
higher than that! If we only had one passenger travelling 
— although I agree that one sometimes sees a bus 
completely empty 

Q. I travel by rail, but I do not mind thinking about 
the buses for a bit. A. The two forms of transport are 
really the same. In the case of the railway there is a 
larger amount of equipment, and there is the permanent 
way, to cater for all the traffic, but in order to cater for 
the peak hour traffic, we have to provide much additional 
rolling stock, and our railways, in some cases, traffic 
capacity. The facts are that on London Transport — we 
can deal with the road services here, because it is more 
simple and not so complicated by the traffic capacity 
factor — something like one-third of our buses are working 
for the peak hours only, and on an average that would 
extend to about four hours of a traffic day lasting 17 
to 18 hours. 

Q. Yes, but against that they are working, and they 
are working hard ; their passanger-seating figure is high? 
A. That is true. Sir. 


[Mr. Fay) : [to the Witness) : It is high one way ; I do 
not know whether you will agree that it is high both 
ways? A. No; it is very often a one-way traffic. 

[President): All I am saying is that it seems a very 
difficult comparison to make to say that all season ticket 
travellers as a class are expensive as compared with other 
travellers as a class. You could certainly find instances 
of other travellers as a class who obviously are being 
carried extremely expensively. A. Yes, Sir. Let me say 
that of course this question is a controversial one, and 
people adopt different points of view. If you are running 
a service at all, you must have a certain minimum 
frequency, or else you will never get anyone to travel 
and your marginal traffics that you are carrying in the 
off-peak hours can be carried at very little cost in the 
discharge of the provision of the minimum service. 
Perhaps I am making the point badly, but the point is 
that the incidence of this season ticket traffic does so very 
largely fall in the peak hours, and it does call forth from 
us additional provision in the way of equipment, rolling 
stock and station service to carry it. If this peak hour 
traffic, which on British Railways London Lines is 
comprised very largely of season ticket holders, was spread 
over much longer periods, the total amount of rolling 
stock, just to take one item employed, could undoubtedly 
be reduced. 

Q. I suppose the same thing is true of holiday traffic 
on British Railways outside the London area ; the amount 
of rolling stock you have to provide to carry people on 
August Bank Holiday and during August must be very 
great ? A. 1 am not familiar with the problem of British 
Railways Main Lines, but I should say that it is analogous 
to this problem ; they have a very high peak in August and 
very low periods at other times in the year, and additional 
rolling stock is undoubtedly called for. 

[Mr. Fay): That may be why British Railways have a 
cheap fare for holidaymakers in the middle of the week, 
to take them out of the peak, because it is expensive 
to carry them in the peak. 

[President) : No doubt they try and spread the load, 
but in the end they have to keep a stock of coaches. One 
can tell by the number of coaches which have to be used 
that they are not used very often ; it is only necessary 
to go to a Main Line station, or to a seaside station at 
that time of the year, to see what has to be done to get 
the people moved, but I do not think there is any form 
of statistics about it. 

[Mr. Fay) : Yes, Sir, but it must stand to reason that if 
one’s capital is only being used for four hours out of 
20, it is capital which is far more expensive to provide 
than it would be if it were being used all the time ; that 
is why factories nowadays try and work three shifts round 
the clock as opposed to the old days when there was 
only one shift. 

[President) : I think Mr. Winchester wants some infor- 
mation passed to you — or to me, I suppose. 

[Mr. Fay) : Mr. Winchester’s contribution is to point 
out that the holidaymakers, unlike the season ticket holders, 
do not get any cheap fares when they travel at the peak. 
But as f think I pointed out they do if they travel off-peak 
— but perhaps we can argue this later on. Sir. 

[President) : All I am concerned to say at the moment 
is that it has always struck me as being a very difficult 
form of comparison. 

[Mr. Fay): The question which arises is: Why do the 
Railways do it if it is so expensive for them? I think 
the answer is that they are a public service, and they 
have to provide a service for the people who wish to 
travel ; it is only afterwards that they try to adjust the 
charges. 

[President): When the great minds, whoever they may 
be, brood over the problems of what duties they perform — 
the duties they perform as a social service rather than 
as a commercial problem — perhaps they will deal with the 
season ticket traveller. 

[Mr. Fay): It might make our task a little easier if we 
had some pronouncement from them. 
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(President): It might make the Railway’s task easier 
if they had a subsidy for everything, in isolation, that 
does not carry its fuU charges, but it would be a very large 
subsidy, would it not? 

(Mr. Fay): Yes, Sir — added on to the subsidy at the 
moment, I suppose. (To the Witness): When one looks 
at your tables, particularly Exhibit BH 25, one sees that 
the percentage increase is higher at the longer ranges than 
it is at the shorter ranges. I am looking at the percentage 
increase on Stage 3 compared with 1959 ; that is taking 
the whole of the matter. Why has the increase itself been 
tapered so that it is higher at the longer ranges and less 
at the shorter ranges? A. For two reasons: Firstly and 

principally, we have set out deliberately in each of these 
revisions to reduce the discount which the season ticket 
holder enjoys as compared with the traveller who uses 
the ordinary return tickets. The second consideration we 
have had in mind is to keep a reasonable degree of pro- 
gression in the season ticket scale ; but it is mainly in 
order to reduce the discounts. 

Q. Yes ; the discounts can be seen on the right-hand 
side of Exhibit BH 24? A. Yes. 

O. That is on a 6-day week basis? A. Yes. 

Q. The discount, if they travel 50 miles, is at the 1959 
rates (column 16), 60.8 per cent., but you are reducing 
that under your Stage 3 proposal to 54.8 per cent. ; 
those figures are on Exhibit BH 24, Sheet 1, columns 
16 and 19? A. Yes. 

Q. This is another way of expressing Mr. Dickson’s 
graph ; this is in tabular form and it is on a 6-day week, 
not a 5-day week? A. Yes. If you were to produce it 
on a 5-day week, you would, of course, show the same 
sort of movements, but the amount of the discount would 
be different. 

Q. Mr. Dickson has the 6-day week as well in his 
graph ; this is the corollary of it from your figures? 
A. Yes. 

Q. It was felt, was it, that the discounts which go up 
at the pre-Stage 1 rate to 60 per cent, on a 6-day week 
were excessive? A. Yes. 

Q. So you have shortened the discounts, which have 
had the effect of producing a higher charge on the higher 
ranges? A. Yes, but still offering a considerably reduced 
rate per mile. 

Q. In point of fact, I think you can give the rate per 
mile on your season tickets in one or two instances? 
A. Expressing it this way and not, I am afraid, in the 
conventional way, if you were to take the third stage of 
the proposals before the Tribunal and the monthly rates 
shown on Exhibit BH 24 Sheet 1, you will see that for 
5 miles the rate is £2 5s. Od. If you divide that by 5, 
for one mile, it gives you a charge of 9s. Od. per mile. 
If you take the 30-mile rate, which is £7 11s. Od., and 
divide that by 30, you get a charge of 5s. Id. per mile 
of travel for a month. The intervening figures would work 
out in that ratio. 

Q. So that for 30 miles you pay 5s. Id. per mile for 
unlimited travel for one month? A. Yes. 

Q. And you say that the intervening figures would 
work out in that ratio, and that that shows the taper? 
A. It does. 

Q. We have looked once or twice at your yield tables, 
which I think you now formally put in ; they are Exhibits 
BH26andBH28? A. Yes. 

Q. Is Exhibit BH 28 divided into two sets of figures, 
representing Stage 2 and Stage 3 respectively, and is it 
hoped that by putting it all on one table it will be a little 
less confusing than having the three tables? A. The 
answer to the first part of your question is that it does 
cover both stages you have mentioned. Stages 2 and 3. 
The answer to the second part of your question is that 
I hope this lay-out is convenient ; it certainly succeeds in 
getting it all on one sheet. I must confess myself that 
it is a mass of figures, and that T get a little confused 
when I look at it afresh. 


Q. The problem of presentation is to deal with the 
three stages and separate them, so that the Objectors can 
see what has happened? A. Yes. 

Q. You had to have a separate one for Stage 1 ; that 
came in in 1960 and you had to work on the 1960 budget? 
A. Yes. 

Q. One could not have three sets of figures on one 
table? A. No. 

Q. But for the rest I think the table is self-explanatory. 
Is each table accompanied by the usual table setting out 
the manner in which the discounted yield has been 
calculated? A. Yes. Exhibits BH 27 and 29 set out the 
discounts which have been applied in calculating the 
discounted yields shown on Exhibits BH 26 and BH 28. 

Q. And so far as you have been able to test the 
forecast of the yield for Stage 1, because it has been in 
operation since May, do you think your forecast of yield 
was accurate? A. I do. It came into effect on the 8th 
May, and we had eight months’ experience of it in 1960 ; 
we adjusted our budget in 1960 — during the course of 
I960 — in order to reflect the estimated yield of the fares 
increases, and as I have said earlier the actual receipts for 
the year 1960 are within £100,000 of the budgeted receipts 
adjusted for the 8th May. 

Q. Adjusted in accordance with the yields and dis- 
counts shown in these documents? A. Yes. 

Q. The first stage, which produces £24m. discounted 
yield, produces it largely, does it not, out of the ordinary 
fares and presumably almost entirely out of the increase 
in the 4d. and 5d. fares ? A. Yes. That is shown in 
column 16 of Exhibit BH 26, from which you will see 
that out of the total yield of £2,500,000, £2,060,000 comes 
from the adjustment of those two fares, the 4d. and 5d. 
ordinary single fares. 

O. You deal with London Lines of British Railways 
under the heading of “ Ordinary fares ” ; I think in 
Exhibit BH 26 that includes a small amount which I 
suppose is largely London Tilbury & Southend ordinary 
fares? A. No, this is the whole of London Lines. It 
covers the yield from the increases of the 8th May and 
also the increases put in on the 12th June. 

Q. That was the ordinary fare of 2|d. to 2yd.? 
A. Yes ; that was on British Railways London Lines other 
than the London Tilbury & Southend Line. On the 
London Tilbury & Southend Line on the 2nd June they 
made a further adjustment ; they increased the ordinary 
single fares up to the full extent of the maxima allowed 
for under the 1959 Scheme. Those adjustments are all 
included in the British Railways London Lines increase. 

Q. I think the only other thing I wanted to ask you 
in order to clarify these already clear tables, as I hope 
they are, is to look at Exhibit BH 28, line 2 of which 
deals with early morning fares. What you have under 
the letter (A) — that is stage 2 — is in each case the yield 
of the increases in the early m.orning fares as a conces- 
sionary fare? A. Yes. 

Q. It is the yield from increasing the early morning 
fares from the maximum which ceased on the 1st January 
to the actual which is now in force as a concessionary 
fare? A. Yes, with this qualification, that we make the 
practice in preparing these tables of including in these 
early morning fares the backward journeys — inward 
journeys — in the case of buses only where the backward 
journeys are performed at ordinary single fares. The 
adjustments which have been made, allowed for in these 
yields are on the basis of the proposals under stage 2 or 3. 

Q. Yes ; there may be an element in the (A) figures, 
at any rate for buses, of the increase in the early morning 
fare so far as it is used by the early morning traveller 
to come back? A. Yes. 

Q. You have some small figures in the bus columns, 
columns 9 and 10 ; they are wholly backward journeys, 
are they not? A. Yes, that is so. There is an asterisk 
there and I hope the note will make the position quite 
clear as to what that covers. 

Q. That is on the assumption at a time when the stage 
3 ordinary fares are increased, the early morning con- 
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cession will be continuing as at present ; is that right? 
A. Yes, under the discretionary powers of the Commission. 

Q. I do not know if there is anything you wanted to 
add in your qualification of these tables of yield ; I think 
that is all I want to ask you. A. I would like to say 
that we have given them considerable thought and I 
believe that the estimates I am putting forward here are 
reasonable and sound. 

{President): Does anybody else want to exercise their 
right of cross-examining Mr. Harbour at once? Apparently 
not. 

Mr. Harbour, there is only one thing that puzzles me 
in your later remarks ; just turn to your exhibit BH 22. 
Why do you draw a distinction between the London 
Tilbury & Southend fares and the others? You see, 
you have had to put a note on the fares shown in column 
4. A. Yes, Sir. The reason I did that is this — I think 
I just touched on it a little while ago — is that under 
the 1959 Scheme of the Tribunal a scale of fares was 
laid down which was applied as from the 1st November, 
1959 for distances up to 11 miles. For distances of 12 
miles and beyond, the actual fares were below the 1959 


Scheme maxima ; under the Tribunal’s Order of the 14th 
April, which increased the maximum fares for one and 
a half and two miles but left the other fares alone, the 
ordinary fares on London Transport were adjusted as 
shown in column 6 of this exhibit BH 22, from which we 
note, Sir, that the existing fares below the 1959 Scheme 
for 12 miles and over were attained. On the 12th June, 
1960, ordinary fares on British Railways London Lines 
were generally increased from the basis of 2|d. a mile to 
2^d. a mile and on the London Tilbury & Southend Line, 
where that basis does not apply, advantage was taken at 
that time of raising what I might call the sub-standard 
fares to the full maxima allowed by the 1959 Scheme. 

Q. Thank you ; it is really a measure of the assimila- 
tion, making the London Tilbury & Southend Line go 
up because other ordinary railway lines were going up 
at that time? A. Yes, and it introduced a measure of 
distance ; it distinguished the London Tilbury & Southend 
Line from our friends of London Transport. 

(President) : And that is the Commission’s evidence, 
Mr. Fay? 

(Mr. Fay): Yes, Sir. 


(The Witness withdrew) 


(President): We said yesterday that we would adjourn 
to — I forget the date, but it was a long time ahead. 

(Mr. Fay): It was the 13th of next month. Sir. 

(Mr. MacLaren) : There is some additional information 
which those instructing me would like to have from the 
Commission, Sir ; it is the time-honoured appendices to 
Mr. Harbour’s tables which in this case are numbered 
26 and 28. The appendices we have had before to the 
similar tables used in other applications appeared on the 
transcript last time at pages 109 and thereafter and are 
numbered as appendices A to H and Exhibits Cl , C2 
and C3. They are a breakdown of the figures. 

(President) : Do you really want all this information, 
Mr. MacLaren? I know you always ask for it, but not 
very much turns on it in the end, or not very much 
turns on a great deal of it. 

(Mr. MacLaren): I am instructed. Sir, that it is neces- 
sary, in order to make a proper examination of the 
Application, and although the Tribunal is not troubled 
with anything more than that which comes from the 
investigation, we have in fact spent quite a period of 
examination at one or two of the other Inquiries on the 
effect of increases at a particular denomination of fare, 
for example, and if the picture is not complete, you 
cannot examine it at all. There has been no question at 
any Inquiry that this information has not been thoroughly 
studied and used. 


much to me in the first stage ; I shall look at the final 
Application and if it is too much it will be cut down — ■ 
or it might be put up for a change. 

(Mr. MacLaren): It is just at this point in ascertaining 
the effect of the changes which have been made since the 
Tribunal met last, that these things have to be considered, 
and the fact that there are at present two Applications 
being heard is important. 

(President) : Why? 

(Mr. MacLaren): Those instructing me wish to be able 
to follow through what has happened as a result of these 
several changes compared with the actual experience. In 
my submission. Sir, it seems very reasonable in view of 
the fact that there are at present two Applications. The 
Commission have been obliged to produce, quite rightly, 
their own forms in two sets and it is of those forms that 
I am asking for the same particulars as we had before. 
This is not a novel application. Sir ; there is nothing new 
about it. I do not quite see the force of resisting my 
request because there are two Applications. 

(President) : Yes, but I do not see the force of requiring 
the particulars of anything except the final figures. 1 
quite understand that a person who is interested as a 
socialogist would want to know what happened as a result 
of the first Order, what would happen as a result of the 
second and what might happen if the second Application 
were approved in full, but 


(President): Well, Mr. MacLaren, I do not like to think 
of you as being starved of figures ; it would be more 
work for Mr. Goff when he gets back. 

(Mr. Fay): We are not altogether willing to slake my 
friend’s thirst this time. It is all very well when you 
have eight tables, A to H, but this time it will be 24, 
because each one has to be done three times for the three 
stages. If my learned friend really wants all these docu- 
ments it will involve considerable labour, and we are 
not really willing to supply them as he has suggested unless 
the Tribunal orders it. If there are one or two he 
particularly wants of course we shall be glad to listen 
to any request he makes ; but why does he want appendix 
A, for example, distinguishing London Tilbury & Southend 
from London Lines of British Railways? 

(Mr. MacLaren) : There are two Applications here ; 
hence the duplication of tables. 

(Mr. Fay) : It is triplication. 

(President : ) At the end of the day, does it really matter 
that there are two Applications? It will not matter very 


(Mr. MacLaren) : This is always a difficult inquiry where 
there are rapid changes of fares, and I think for practical 
purposes it is always difficult to know how the estimates 
with which we have been furnished compare with the 
actual experience as a result of the increases which have 
taken place, and without particulars of both Applications, 
that would not be possible. You see. Sir, there have been 
changes since the information was available before, and 
it is a question of tracing it through. I am assured that 
this detail is very important. 

(Mr. Fay) : But these tables do not give experience ; 
they merely disintegrate the experience as between different 
fares categories. 

(Mr. MacLaren): That is entirely the information on 
which we could found the rest. 

(Mr. Fay) : But it is entirely anticipation ; it is anticipa- 
ting what is going to happen. 

(President) : What proportion would you like to be 
enabled to put forward, Mr. MacLaren, assuming you get 
these tables and assuming they went right for you? 
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{Mr. MacLaren) : At this stage we are on inquiry, quite 
frankly. This must be so ; until we reach this stage of 
the Inquiry we do not know what case we have to meet. 

(President): Yes, and now we have reached this stage. 

(Mr. MacLaren): And those instructing me want an 
opportunity to study this information. They want to come 
to some decision as to the particular categories of fares 
increases and what modifications should be made to them. 
That has arisen from this kind of inquiry; it has also 
thrown out a lot of movements in cost in the past. 

(President) : But you have not answered my question, 
Mr. MacLaren. Assuming that all the figures which you 
are seeking to obtain come out in the way in which you 
would like them to come out, what is the proposition you 
are hoping to put forward? 

(Mr. MacLaren): A modification of the proposals for 
fares increases ; I cannot put it more precisely. Sir. 

(President): In other words, this is really a fishing 
inquiry ; you hope to be able to make a case which you 
cannot make on the figures which are before you now? 

(Mr. MacLaren) : Exactly ; that is the position. That 
is the position in which the Objectors inevitably find them- 
selves in a case like this. 

(President): You have to show us that this material you 
now have, and which no doubt you will be studying great 
detail for the next fortnight, which is contained in these 
exhibits and in the oral evidence, is not sufficient to explain 
why and on what ground the application is made ; you 
are asking us to say that it is not sufficient? 

(Mr. MacLaren) : Yes, Sir ; it is not sufficient to examine 
the movements in fares that are proposed and the effect 
of the individual changes. What these exhibits amount 
to is the gross expectation of the fare changes — that is 
all ; they do not indicate how they are arrived at. Without 
further investigation the Objector is faced with this 
situation, that the Commission come here and through 
their witnesses say : “We need so much money ; it will be 
obtained by these processes, and here are the figures ” — 
and that is that. 

(Mr. Fay): You have exhibit BH 29, you know. 

(Mr. MacLaren) : Yes, for which we are grateful. I 
do know that these tables which have been provided in 
the past have been very fully used. 

(President): I know that a lot of time has been spent 
on them, if you mean that ; whether it has been usefully 


spent is another matter. I am still a little fogged, Mr. 
MacLaren ; you want some tables which will enable you 
to say: Aye or No, are the estimates right, and to show 
it by looking at what has been achieved. Is that it? 

(Mr. MacLaren): That could be a result. Sir, but it is 
more directed to the way in which the result is achieved 
— the fares movements themselves. It is that which these 
tables would assist in particular. These matters are being 
watched, and if this information is obtained, it completes 
the picture ; it can be seen as a whole. 

(President) : Yes, Mr. MacLaren ; I assume that when 
you ask for something it is something for which you 
have been instructed to ask, and of course, any added 
details will complete the picture — or it may make it more 
obscure ; it will alter it anyhow. But is not the picture 
capable of being examined as it stands? 

(Mr. MacLaren) : I do not think so. Sir, on this side of 
the table. 

(President): Why can you not cross-examine Mr. 

Harbour on it? 

(Mr. MacLaren) : We could ask for the information in 
a simpler way if it was on a table ; I think it would 
simplify the matter. 

(President) : It would mean multiplying seven pages 
presumably by three ; that will be 21 pages of closely 
printed statistical matter, and I do not think that is going 
to simplify our examination of this case. 

(Mr. MacLaren): I hope you would not be troubled 
with anything that is not going to simplify it. Sir. 

(President): I think you had better put what you want 
formally in writing, Mr. MacLaren ; no doubt the Com- 
mission will give you something. If you find you are 
in any difficulty in cross-examining we will go into it 
again, but we are not going to order the production of 
tables of the sort you had on the previous occasion merely 
because you had them on the previous occasion, especially 
when they have to be multiplied by three or two and a 
half. I should think Mr. Goff would be very glad only 
to have these tables to consider when he comes back. 

(Mr. MacLaren) : If you please. Sir. 

(President) : I am told that the apprehension I expressed 
yesterday with regard to this hall is unfounded, and the 
next sitting will be here. 

(Mr. Fay) : If you please. Sir. 


(Adjourned to Monday, 13th February, 1961, at 11 o’clock) 
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EXHIBIT AE 1 


LONDON TRANSPORT 

Financial Position in 1959 (Budget) and 1959 


Item 


1959 

1959 

No. 

1 

Gross receipts 

Passenger 

(Budget) 

(1) 

£m. 

78.3 

(2) 

£m. 

79.3 

2 

Miscellaneous 

0.6 

0.4 

3 


78.9 

79.7 

4 

Working expenses (including de- 
preciation or renewals) 

75.3 

75.1 

5 

Net traffic receipts 

3.6 

4.6 

6 

Add: 

Net receipts from commercial 
advertising, letting of sites etc. 

1.4 

1.4 

7 

Total net receipts 

5.0 

6.0 

8 

Central charges 

6.0 

6.0 

9 

Deficit at pre - May, 1 960 
charges 

1.0 

— 


Note. — The accumulated deficit 
of net receipts in relation to 
central charges to the end of 
1959 was £17.2m. 


EXHIBIT AE 2 

LONDON TRANSPORT 

Summary of Charges in Financial Position Between 
1959 (Budget) and 1959 

1959 mdre(+) 
or less ( — ) 
than 


Variations in Working Expenses 

Changes in wage rates and conditions 
of service and in price levels — 

1 Wage rates and conditions of service ... +0.1 

2 Pensions, superannuation and national 

insurance +0.2 

3 Price level of electric current, fuel oil and 

tyres 


4 Net increase in wages and prices ... +0.4 

5 Licensed vehicle duty ... ... ~0.4 

6 Local rates “ 

7 Variations in maintenance expenditure 

(excluding variations arising from 
changes in mileage, wages and prices) ... —0.2 

8 Depreciation of rolling stock “0.1 

9 Other variations in cost — net (excluding 

savings from mileage changes) ... +0.2 

10 Savings (including maintenance) arising 

from mileage changes —0.7 

11 Increase in level of overtime and rest-day 

working ... ... ... ••• +0.6 

Net decrease in working expenses ... —0.2 


[Continued 


EXHIBIT AE 2 — continued 

Variations in Traffic Receipts 
Passenger — 

12 Increases in fares — August & November 


1959 +0.9 

13 Changes in volume of traffic, etc. ... +0.1 

14 Miscellaneous —0.2 

+0.8 

15 Variation in Net Traffic Receipts ... +1.0 

Add ; 


1 6 Variation in net receipts from commercial 
advertising and letting of sites, etc. ... 


17 Variation in Net Receipts before Central 

Charges ... ... ... ... ... +1.0 

Deduct : 

18 Variation in Central Charges ... ... — 


19 Net improvement (+) in financial position 

after Central Charges ... ... ... +1.0 


EXHIBIT AE 3 

LONDON TRANSPORT 

FINANCIAL POSITION IN 1959, 1960 (ESTIMATED) AND 
‘FUTURE YEAR’ (BASED ON 1961 BUDGET) AT 
PRE-MAY 1960 CHARGES AND IN ‘ FUTURE YEAR’ 
IF PROPOSED INCREASES IN CHARGES ARE 
APPROVED 

1959 1960 ‘Future 

Item (Estimated) Year ’ 


No. 

Gross receipts 

(1) 

£m. 

(2) 

£m. 

(3) 

£m. 

1 

Passenger 

79.3 

81.6 

81.8 

2 

Miscellaneous 

0.4 

0.4 

0.4 

3 


79.7 

82.0 

82.2 

4 

Working expenses (including 
depreciation or renewals)... 

75.1 

77.2 

82.0 

5 

Net traffic receipts 

4.6 

4.8 

0.2 


Add : 




6 

Net receipts from commercial 
advertising, letting of sites, 
etc. ... 

1.4 

1.5 

1.6 

7 

Total net receipts 

6.0 

6.3 

1.8 

8 

Central charges 

6.0 

6.5 

7.0 

9 

Deficit at pre-May 1960 
charges 

— 

0.2 

5.2 

10 

Estimated yield of increases 
in charges 

(a) Within existing powers 

£m. 

£m. 

0.2 



(b) Temporarily authorised 

14th April, 1960 ... 2.5 

(c) Temporarily authorised 

21st November, 1960... 2.5 

(d) Proposed ... ... 2.1 7.1 7.3 

11 Surplus at proposed charges 2.1 

Note : The accumulated deficit 
of net receipts in relation to 
central charges to the end 

of 1959 was ... ... £17.2m. 


44 


BRITISH TRANSPORT COMMISSION (PASSENGER) CHARGES SCHEME 


25 January, 1961] 


[Continued 


EXmBIT AE 4 

LONDON TRANSPORT 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN FINANCIAL POSITION 
BETWEEN 

(1) 1959 AND 1960 (ESTIMATED) AT PRE-MAY 1%0 

CHARGES 

AND BETWEEN 

(2) 1960 (ESTIMATED) AND ‘FUTURE YEAR’ (BASED 
ON 1961 BUDGET) AT PRE-MAY 1%0 CHARGES 


‘ Future 


Item 

No. 

Variations in Working Expenses 

1 960 (Esti- Year ’ 
mated) more (-1) 
more (-f) or less ( — ) 
or less (— ) than 1960 
than 1959 (Estimated) 
(1) (2) 

£m. £m. 


Changes in wage rates and con- 
ditions of service and in price 
levels — 



1 

Wage rates and conditions of 
service 

-1-3.7 

+ 3.2 

2 

Pensions, superannuation and 
national insurance ... 

-0.3 

+0.7 

3 

Price levels of electric current, 
fuel oil and tyres 

-0.2 

+0.2 

4 

Net increase in wages and 
prices 

+ 3.2 

+4.1 

5 

Licensed vehicle duty ... 

-0.1 

— 

6 

Local rates 

-0.1 

+ 0.1 

7 

Variations in maintenance ex- 
penditure (excluding varia- 
tions arising from changes in 
milage, wages and prices) ... 


+0.4 

8 

Depreciation of rolling stock . . . 

+0.2 

+ 0.3 

9 

Other variations in cost — ^net 
(excluding savings from mile- 
age changes) 

-0.2 

-0.1 

10 

Savings (including maintenance) 
arising from mileage changes 

-1.3 

— 

11 

Increase in level of overtime 
and rest day working... 

+ 0.4 

— 


Net increase in working 
expenses 

+ 2.1 

+4.8 


Variations in Traffic Receipts 




Passenger — 



12 

Increases in fares — August and 
November, 1959 

-f3.0 



13 

Change in volume of traffic, 
etc 

-0.7 

+ 0.2 

14 

Miscellaneous 

— 

— 



+ 2.3 

+0.2 

15 

Variation in Net Traffic Receipts 
Add : 

+ 0.2 

-4.6 

16 

Increase in net receipts from 
commercial advertising and 
letting of sites, etc 

+ 0.1 

+0.1 

17 

Variation in Net Receipts before 
Central Charges 

+ 0.3 

-4.5 


Deduct : 



18 

Increase in Central Charges ... 

+ 0.5 

+0.5 

19 

Worsening (— ) in financial posi- 
tion after Central Charges ... 

-0.2 

-5.0 


EXHIBIT AE 5 

LONDON TRANSPORT EXECUTIVE 

NET CAPITAL OUTLAY AND INTERNAL FINANCE 
1959/62 

ADDITIONAL BORROWINGS REQUIRED AND 
INTEREST CHARGES THEREON 


Item 

No. 


1959 

£m. 

1%0 

£m. 

1961 

£m. 

1962 

£m. 

1 

Gross capital outlay 

7.1 

13.6 

14.7 

16.1 

2 

Deduct : Realisations ... 

1.7 

0.5 

1.8 

0.7 

3 

Net capital outlay ... 

5.4 

13.1 

12.9 

15.4 


Deduct: Internal finance — 





4 

Depreciation provisions 
Transfers to (+) or 
from (— ) other re- 

3.5 

3.7 

4.0 

4.3 


serves : — 





5 

Bus and coach over- 
haul 

-0.3 

-0.3 

— 

— 

6 

Maintenance equali- 
sation 

4-0.2 

— 

-0.6 

-0.3 

7 

Revenue margin (in- 
cluding assumed yield 
from fares increases 
temporarily authorised 
and proposed — £6m. 
in 1961 and £7.3m. 
in 1962) 


1.5 

1.1 

1.4 

8 

Net internal finance 

3.4 

4.9 

4.5 

5.4 

9 

Balance to be financed 
by borrowing 

2.0 

8.2 

8.4 

10.0 


10 Interest on borrowing 
(cumulative figures), 
assuming that each 
year’s borrowing will 
bear interest (at 5 per 
cent in 1959 and 6 per 
cent in 1960/62) start- 
ing from the middle of 


each year 

0.1 

0.3 

0.8 

1.4* 

11 Contribution to central 





charges as adopted for 
1958 

6.0 

6.0 

6.0 

6.0 

12 Total central charges 

6.1 

6.3 

6.8 

7.4 


*An additional half-year’s interest amounting to £03m. 
will fall to be met in 1963, being a further half-year’s 
interest at 6 per cent on the net borrowing in 1962. 
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f 


4 

•/ 







1 

Accumu- 

lated 

deficit (— ) 
at year end 

(16) 

£m. 

12.89 

17.17 

17.35 

15.86 

14.76 

13.41 

Surplus 
(+) or 
deficit (— ) 
for year 
(Col. 10 
minus 
Col. 14) 

(15) 

£m. 

-12.89 

- 4.28 

- 0.18 
4- 1.49 
+ 1.10 
-b 1.35 


Total 

Central 

Charges 

(14) 

£m. 

52.36 

6.09 

6.21 

6.51 

7.00 

7.55 

CO 

4> 

Ofl 

M 

Cd 

S 

Interest 
on accumu- 
lated 

deficit (t-) 
(13) 

£m. 

-b 1.74 
+ .60 
+ .72 

-b .68 
+ .60 
+ .52 

*ri 

t-H 

G 

o 

U 

Share of 
central 
expenses 
of Com- 
mission 

(12) 

£m. 

5.26 

.64 

.65 

.65 

.65 

.65 


Interest 
on capital 
obligations 
and capital 
expenditure 
(Col. 1 plus 
Col. 9) 

(11) 

£m. 

45.36 

4.85 

4.84 

5.18 

5.75 

6.38 

Net 

Revenue 

(10) 

£m. 

39.47 

1.81 

6.03 

8.00 

8.10 

8.90 



Interest 

(9) 

! 

£m. 

10.90 

1.04 

1.03 

1.37 

1.94 

2.57 

<u 

Ih 

3 

C 

O 

Oh 

X 

tq 

"ri 

'a 

ri 

o 

c 

o 

CO 

0> 

l-H 

0) 

C 

6 per 
cent 

(8) 

9.68 

19.18 

30.58 

G 2 

'1h 

.S| 

5 per 
cent 

(7) 

£m. 

- 2.55 

- 0.52 

- 0.52 

- 0.52 

- 0.52 

2 "3 

o 2 

ri 

O 

> 4-4 

*3 ri 
-2 

3 

4 per 
cent 

(6) 

o o o o o p 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

B 

D 

o 

3 per 
cent 

(5) 

£m. 

38.19 

38.19 

38.19 

38.19 

38.19 

38.19 

0> 

1-4 

o 

c 

h-( 

Net ex- 
penditure 

(4) 

£m. 

37.12 
- 2.55 
2.03 
9.68 
9.50 
11.40 


Financed 
from de- 
preciation 
provisions 
and other 
internal 
sources 

(3) 

'£m. 

35.26 

3.59 

3.36 

3.39 

3.44 

3.97 


Gross 
expendi- 
ture less 
realisations 

(2) 

£m. 

72.38 

1.04 

5.39 

13.07 

12.94 

15.37 

Interest 

on 

capital 

obliga- 

tions 

(1) 

£m. 

34.46 

3.81 

3.81 

3.81 

3.81 

3.81 

Year 

Total 

1948/57 

(P.1.16) 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 
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EXHIBIT A.D. 1 

BRITISH RAILWAYS— OUTSIDE LONDON 

1. SEASON TICKETS 


Indices of Second Class Monthly Season Ticket Rates at various mileages based on 1952= 100 
(1952 was the date of the first National Charges Scheme) 


Miles 

1952 Scheme 
Operative from 
1.9.52 

1957 Scheme 
Operative 
from 15.9.57 

1959 Scheme 
Operative 
from 1.11.59 

Alteration to 1959 
Scheme Operative 
from 8.5.60 

“ Headroom ” 
Scheme 

10 

100 

123 

139 

153 

183 

20 

100 

117 

135 

150 

181 

30 

100 

115 

136 

155 

187 

40 

100 

113 

132 

150 

181 

50 

100 

111 

130 

148 

178 

60 

100 

110 

128 

145 

175 

70 

100 

109 

126 

143 

172 


2. ORDINARY FARES 

Index of Second Class Ordinary Single and Return Fares based on 1952= 100 


1952 

(1st May) 

1957 

(15th September) 

1959 

(1st November) 

1%0 

(12th June) 

Maximum 
authorised 
by the 
Transport 
Tribunal 

100 

114 

129 

143 

171 


511/1/1 


EXHIBIT AD 2 

BRITISH RAILWAYS -OUTilDE LONDON DECEMBEK i960 


o 

Dl SCOUKT 
PER. CENT 

to 


20 


30 


40 


50 


60 


70 


DISCOUNTS ALLOWED FOR MONTHLY SEASON TICKETS, 
W » 

PROPOSED HEADROOM SCALE Of MONTHLY SEASON 
COMPARED WITH MAXIMUM ORDINARY FARE OF 3J. 
lO 20 30 40 50 


SECOND CLAS S . 
TICKET HATES 
PER MILE . 

60 70 


BO 



fiO 


30 40 50 60 

LENGTH OF JOURN E Y .. M I LES. 


o 


to 


20 


70 


80 
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EXHIBIT B.H. 20 



LONDON TRANSPORT 






CAR MILEAGE 









‘Future year’ 



1959 


1960 

(Based on 

Item 

No. 


(Budget) 

1959 

(Estimated) 

1961 budget) 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 



Millions 

Millions 

Millions 

Millions 


Total car mileage 





1 

Road Services 

346.7 

339.6 

324.3 

324.1 

2 

Railways 

194.8 

197.6 

204.7 

203.3 

3 

Total 

541.5 

537.2 

529.0 

528.0 


‘ Future year ’ 


Item 

No. 


1959 more ( + ) 
or less (-) than 

1960 (Estimated) 
more (+) or 
less (-) than 

more (+) or 
less (—) than 
1960 

Analysis of changes 
Road Services 

1959 (Iludget) 
(5) 

Millions 

1959 

(6) 

Millions 

(Estimated) 

(7) 

Millions 

4 

New and improved services 

+ 0.9 

+ 1.9 

+0.6 

5 

Net variation — -planned service reductions and lost mileage 

-9.1 

-18.0 

+ 1.5 

6 

Trolleybus conversion 

-0.5 

+ 0.3 

— 

7 

Calendar changes 

— 

+ 1.0 

-1.5 

8 

Other variations 

+ 1.6 

-0.5 

-0.2 

9 

Net change — Road Services 

Railways 

-7.1 

-15.3 

+ 0.4 

10 

New and improved services 

+0.3 

+ 1.5 

+ 1.4 

11 

Net variation — ^planned service reduction and lost mileage 

-3.4 

-2.9 

-0.8 

12 

Non-implementation of shorter traffic day 

+ 4.3 

— 

— 

13 

Cessation of uncoupling 

— 

+ 7.1 

— 

14 

Calendar changes 

— 

+0.5 

-0.9 

15 

Other variations 

+ 1.6 

+ 0.9 

-1.1 

16 

Net change — Railways 

+ 2.8 

+ 7.1 

-1.4 

17 

Net change — All Services 

-4.3 

-8.2 

-1.0 


EXHIBIT BH 21 


LONDON TRANSPORT EXECUTIVE 

Summary of Variations between the Budget of Passenger Traffic Receipts for Year 1959 (shown in Exhibit BH 15 of 
1959 Inquiry — Page 505) and the Actual Receipts for Year 1959 and between Actual Receipts for Year 1959 and the 
Estimated Actual Receipts for 1960 at the level of Fares in Operation before 8th May, 1960 


Original Budget 1959 
Add effect in 1959 of fares increases 
of : — 

23rd August, 1959 

1st November, 1959 


Adjust for — ■ 

Weather variations (exceptional 
summer and autumn) 
Influenza epidemic (February, 

1959) 

Other causes (mainly effect of 
lower mileage (see BH. 20) ... 


£m 


+0.4 

+0.5 


+0.4 

— 0.1 

— 0.2 


£m 

78.3 


+ 0.9 


79.2 


+ 0.1 


79.3 


Brought forward 


Adjust for — 


Further effect of fares increases 
of 23rd August and 1st Nov- 
ember, 1959 

+ 3.0 

Exceptional Summer and Autumn 
Weather, 1959 

—0.4 

Influenza epidemic (February, 
1959) 

+0.1 

One additional day (Leap Year) 

+0.2 

Other causes — Lost mileage on 
road services partly offset by 
transfer of traffic to rail and 
improved economic conditions 

—0.6 


79.3 


+ 2.3 


Estimated Actual Receipts for 1960 
(excluding fares increase of 
8th May, 1960) 


81.6 


Actual Receipts 1959 
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% 


NOTE. — (A) On the L.T. & S. Line the fares shown in Column (4) were brought into operation on 12th June, 1960 
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NOTES: — IThe obligation to issue Early Morning Fares ceased from 1st January, 1961 . t j t • 

tOrdinary Return Fare London Transport and L.T. & S. Lines. Day Return Fare other London Lines 
*Ordinary Single Fare London Transport Road Services (other than Green Line Coaches) 
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The rates applied are the maximum authorised except those above 24 miles in Column (2). 
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NOTE. — ^The allowances for loss and drop back of traffic, used in calculating the discounted yields are shown on Exhibit B.H.27 
* Wholly from increases within existing charging powers. Yield from increases in !]■ and 2 mile fares negligible 



*Child element related to existing 4d. adult fare only 

t Applied to outward early morning journeys and to corresponding num'ber of return 
journeys at ordinary fares 
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* Of the 8d. fare the discount has been applied only to that proportion which relates to journeys exceeding 2i miles, 
t Applied to outward early morning journeys and to corresponding number of return journeys at ordinary fares. 




Crown copyright 1961 
Published by 

Her Majesty’s Stationery Office 

To be purchased from 
York House, Kingsway, London w.c.2 
423 Oxford Street, London w.l 
13a Castle Street, Edinburgh 2 
109 St. Mary Street, Cardiff 
39 King Street, Manchester 2 
50 Fairfax Street, Bristol 1 
2 Edmund Street, Birmingham 3 
80 Chichester Street, Belfast 1 

or through any bookseller 


\ 




Wt. P25874 K2 


S.O. Code No. 88—828—3* 


